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NEW FEDERALIS11 

( Organizational and Procedural Arrangements for 
Federal Grant Administration) 

TUESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1974 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
1NTERGOVERN1\1ENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GovERNl\1ENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :50 a.m., in room 
2154, Ra~~burn House Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives L. H. Fountain, Don Fuqua, Bill Alexan-
der, Clarence J. Brown of Ohio, John H. Buchanan, Jr., Garry Brown 
of :Michigan, and Alan Steelman. 

Also present: Dr. Delphis C. Goldberg and Dr. Gary Bombardier, 
professional staff members; and Richard L. Thompson, minority 
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

1Ir. FouNTAL . The committee will come to order and let the record 
show that a quorum is present for the purposes of this hearing. 

As we begin this series of hearings today on the "New Federalism," 
I want to make a brief statement outlining the focus and objectives of 
the subcommittee in this area. 

The present administration has advocated a redirection of Federal 
assistance policies in order to give State and local governments greater 
freedom to adjust grant-in-aid programs to local conditions and priori-
ties. This approach is contained in the general revenue sharing legisla-
tion enacted by Congress in 1972, and it is reflected to a lesser degree 
in the administration's proposals to consolidate numerous categorical 
grant programs into four "special revenue sharing" or broad-purpose 
grants. 

However, regardle. s of the comparative merits of categorical and 
broader-purpose grants for meeting national objectives, there is no 
question, in my judgment, that we must strive to improve the effec-
tiveness of all grant program . 

I belieYe it is clear that improvement of our grant-in-aid system is 
urgently needed. Federal grants to State and local government: now 
involve about 550 separate programs, and amounted to approximately 
$45 billion and almost 24 percent of e timated State and local expend-
itures in the fiscal ~~ear 1973. Counting all types of Federal aid, such 
as loans and technical assistance, as well as the subcategories of some 
monetary grants, I understand there are now more than 1,000 Federal 
a sistance programs. 

(1) 
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The extraordinary number and variety of these programs have un-
doubtedly contributed to the overlapping, duplication, and fragmen-
tation of programs found at all governmental levels. Moreover, the 
excessive emphasis on narrow program categories has tended to ob-
scure the need to deal with problems from the broad perspective of 
each level of government as a whole. 

It is very unportant, I think, that we seek new approaches for 
strengthening the administration of Federal grant programs. It is in 
this light that the subcommittee begins these hearings with an exam-
ination of the experience to date with the various administrative 
initiatives taken by the executive branch under the "New Federalism." 
Other aspects of the "New Federalism," as well as some of the opera-
tional problems and the effectiveness of a number of grant programs, 
will be examined in subsequent hearings. 

The subcommittee plans to look at some of the grant programs 
which have been called "failures" for the purpose of identifying, if 
possible, the reasons they have not succeeded-if that is the case. In 
this connection, we intend to ask questions such as these: 

Have programs failed because Congress has not clearly specified 
their objectives and performance requirements? 

Have they failed because executive agencies have not developed 
workable regulations or have not exercised good program management? 

Or, is program failure due to administrative weaknesses at the State 
and local levels? 

We may weH find a combination of factors responsible when a grant 
program fails to achieve its potential or does not meet acceptable 
performance standards. 

To begin the current series of hearings, which will deal with recent 
initiatives intended to simplify and rationalize the grant-in-aid system 
and to improve the organizational arrangements by which Federal 
u&sistance is delivered, we are pleased to welcome Mr. Frederic V. 
Malek, Deputy Director of the Office of Management and Budget. 
Mr. !vlalek will discuss Federal regional councils and Federal admin-
istrative decentralization. 

We are delighted to have you, Mr. Malek, and your associates. 
Would you identify those accompanying you and tell the subcom-
mittee briefly about your background and professional experience 
before proceeding with your prepared statement. 

STATEMENT OF FREDERIC V. MALEK, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY BERNARD 
KELLY, CHAIRMAN, SEATTLE FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL; 
VINCENT PURITANO, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR FIELD 
ACTIVITIES, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET; FRANK 
ZARB, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR MANAGEMENT AND OPERA-
TIONS, OFFICE OF MANAGE:MENT AND BUDGET; AND ROBERT 
ROSENHEIM, CHAIRMAM, DENVER FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL 

~fr. MALEK. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we 
thank you very much for this opportunity to discuss with you the 
Federal regional councils and other executive branch initiatives to 
coordinate and improve the deliYery of Federal assistance and improve 
intergovernmental relations generally. 
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I have, as you suggest, a prepared statement which has been sub-
mitted to the subcommittee previously. I would like to offer this 
statement for insertion in the 1ecord, and with your permission, sum-
marize its content. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes, sir. 
[Mr. Malek's prepared statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FREDERIC V. MALEK, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am happy to have the 
opportunity to discuss with you Federal Regional Councils and other executive 
branch initiatives to coordinate and generally make more rational the delivery 
of Federal assistance and to enhance intergovernmental cooperation on a broad 
front. Today, in addition to discussing Federal Regional Councils, I would like 
to touch on other Administration initiatives to rationalize Federal program 
delivery, including establishing uniform Federal regional boundmies and common 
regional headquarters, and our progr:1m to decentralize authority from Washington 
to the field. 

I understand that among the testimony you will hear in the next few days will 
be a statement by Dwight Ink, Deputy Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, on H.R. 11236, the proposed joint funding legislation. 

I would like to take this opportunity to express our strong support for H.R. 
11236, a vital step in integrating related gmnts for the convenience of State and 
local governments and other grant applicants. 

These hearings will cover a good deal of the President's New Federalism 
initiatives, which were first officially launched by this Administration in March 
1969. However, the issues involved are not new, and both the problems and the 
proposed solutions have roots in the past. 

I would like to begin with the Federal Regional Councils and review the back-
ground of the Council s~·stem, discuss the concept and goals of the Federal Re-
gional Councils, where we are today, including some discussion of various type' of 
Council activities, and some possible directions for the future. 

I. FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS 
Background; history 

Federal assistance to State and local governments rose from $6. 7 billion in 1959 
to an estimated $48.3 billion in FY 1974. Approximately 1,100 programs were in-
volved in various forms of ui:dstance to 50 States, 3,000 counties and over 70,000 
units of local government. 

By earl~· 1068, a fairly clear picture was emerging of the primary problems in 
the financial ac;sistance programs, particularly the i500 to 600 mainline socio-
economic grant-in-aid programs. These problems, attested to in numerous studies 
and in complaints from State and local officials, included the following: 

Grantmaking was uncoordinated. Federal agrncies pursued program goals 
unilaterally without con,idering total needs and related programs to meet these 
needs. The result of this fragmented system was an overlapping in some instances 
and failure to meet key needs in other area'. 

Local incon:,;istencics and outright disputes arose between Federal agencies. 
Dozens of narrow-purpose, local coordinating committer · had been developed, 
:--uch a::; the model cities and manpower coordinating committees. But thec;e com-
mittees seemed unable to resolve interagency conflicts at a local level and Jacked 
the broader perspective of the total needs of a local jurisdiction. Ironically, the 
sherr number of coordinating group:, began to pre:::;ent a coordination problem in 
it,clf. 

Chief elected official had not been effectively brought into much of the planning 
and decisionmaking in the categorical gn,nt s_vste1,1. There were no integrated or 
joint fundinrr plan. or joint :-;trategies ,vith governnrs and local elected officiab. 

There wn: inadequate evaluation of programs in which more than one agency 
participated. 

Administrative rrquirements of Federal agencies led to mountains of red tape 
ddaY. and fru:-:tration. 1 

Problems were arising not in ·washington1 but "on the ground," in thousands 
of localities with dozens of variations in each locality, defying solution from 
"\Yashington. In September 1968, the then Bureau of the Budget launched an 
experiment to assi ·t State and local governments by having Federal agencies 
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attack these problems in the field where they arose. Regional officers from H TD, 
Labor, OEO and Hg\V in Atlanta, Chicago, New York and Sa,n Francisco were 
asked to meet regularly, become better acquainted with each other'H programs 
and problem' and to achieve better field coordination in the implementation of their program'. These were the first experimental Federal Regional Councils. 

In 1969, when the new Administration reviewed the relation of Federal, 'tate 
and local governments, the centralizing influence of categorical grants, and the 
decreasing roles of States and localities, the basic concept of the Administration's 
"N cw Federalism" philo:-,ophy beg:.m to crystallize. This philosophy stresses the 
need to recognize the different rol s appropriate to each level of government, 
and to the private sector, while seeking to strengthen individual choice and 
individual s If-reliance in American society. The New Federalism concept call"\ 
for Federal support in meeting national problems, and holds that , tate and local 
authorities are best able to make dPcisions on local and 8tatewide needs in ac-
cordance with local conditions and community aspirations. 

Looking at the field coordination problem as it stood in 1969, we found there 
was nothing unique in the crea,tion of special or general purpose interagencr 
coordination groups in the field. There were th<' special purpose coordinating 
groups to ,vhich I prcviousl~· referred. For almost a decade, there had been 
Federal Executive Boards (FEB's) in large metropolitan areas concerned with 
internal Federal management and local civic concerns, as well as the Federal 
Executive Associations and Federal Business Associations dating back to the H>20's. 

The pilot Federal Regional Councils, however, had ' Ome unique characteristic--which held particular promise a. ' a, regional implementation mcchanbm for the 
emerging concepts of N cw Federalism. 

Becau e of the Councils' geographicnl locations, the grant-in-aid program, of 
their member agencies, the fact that regional directors themselves represented the 
agencies on the Councils, and the flexibility of Council procedures, the Regfonal 
Councils offered interesting potential for a more rcspon ivc, closer working re-
lationship with State and local governments. 

Councils were compri:ed of agency regional directors, one of the key groups of 
officials to whom we wanttd to decentralize authority in an effort to bring dc-
cisionmaking cloc;N to State nnd local clientC'lc. 

Council activities could be focused on coordinating categorical grants, and 
potentially could be made an important part of a broader effort to rationalizc the 
categorical ystem. 

Regional directors were usually generalists, normally with a broader prm,pective 
than program specialists in developing working relationship with other Federal 
agency director , and , tate and local chief elected officials. 

Council procedures were generally informal. Regional Directors merely sat 
down in an atmosphere of everyday busines to addre.-s implementation problems. 
Since Councils werE not overstructured and steeped in procedures, there wa room 
for ficxibility not often found in Federal mcchani ms. 

Fedcral Ilegional Councils were included, therefore, as part of a major effort 
announced by the Prc.-idcnt in i\farch J 9fH), to improve delivery of Federal 
assistance by decentralizing authorit>· to field offices; placing greater reliance on State and local governments; reducing time required for proces~ing applications; 
cutting red tape; developing consistent procedures; stressing intergovernmental 
cooperation; Reeking authority from Congress for grant consolidation and joint, 
funding; establishing uniform regional boundarie.- and common locations for 
agency regional offices by creating ten standard Federal regions; and extending the 
Regional Council system by establishing a Council in each of the ten standard 
regions. 

The President asked the Budget Bureau Director to take the lead in this massive 
interagency effort. BOB launched the three->·car Federal Assistance Review effort 
(FAR) to rationalize the categorical grant s>·stcm, to push decentralizntion and to 
implement the dccision to establish ten Federal Regional Councils. The Depart-
ment of Transportation wns added to the Council s~-stem. Federal agencies were 
given eighteen months to establish the Htandard regions in their agencie.- and n10vc~ 
into the ten common regional citie ·. RPgional Council · were established in all 
regional headquarters cities. 

The Councils were asked to continue work in program coordination and inter-
governmental relations, to support agenc)r mi:c-sions and make exi ' ting Federal 
grant programs and systems work more effectively. Councils were enjoined from 
injecting new opcrating and decision points into the s~·:,;tem, and from as:c-umincr 
authoritr or responsibility lodged in individual agencies or existing coordination 
mcchanbms. 
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In "\Vashington, an Under Sccrctarie~ Group ( ''SG) was created informally, 

·comprised of the Tnder 8ecretarie · or deputy chiefs of ca.ch Council aacncy and 
chaired by the Office of 1fanagemcnt and Budget. This group "a. to provide 
policy guidance for the emerging Council:i and generally to as:iume rcspom;ibility 
for Council operations. 

By February 1972, thb Federal Regional Council. had shown sufficient progress and promise to formnJizc the system by Pxecutive order. After appropriate analysis 
and agency consultation, the President issued Executive Order No. 11647, a copy 
of which has been provid d to the Committee. 

By this Executive Order, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and 
the Environmental Protection Agency were added to the Council~, the G nder 
. 'ccretaries Group for Regional Opemtions wa · formalized, and FRC Chairmen 
·were to be designated by the President. The Executive order described the FRC 
mission in more detail by asking Councils to conduct their grantmaking activities 
in concert through: developing short-term regional strategics and mechanisms for program delivery; developing integrated program and funding plan:i with 
governors and local chief executives; encouraging joint and complementary grant 
applications from State and local officials for related programs; resolving intcr-
tlgency conflicts and coordination problems in the field; evaluating interagency 
vrogrnms; developing longer-tc~m re ·ource allocation strategics to respond to 
.-3tate and local needs; supervising other regional intcrngency program coordinating 
mechanisms; and developing administrative procedures to facilitate day-to-day 
intergovernmental and intcragcncy cooperation. 

By July 1973, further need: for coordination became apparent. Amendatory 
Executive Order 11731 added the Departments of Agriculture and Interior to the 
Council ystcm. Council functions continued as before with an additional charge, 
extending re 'pom;ibility to general program coordination impacting on State and 
local government, in addition to the previous responsibility for coordinating 
grantmaking. Regional Councils were now expected to be in the forefront of d veloping working partnerships with State and local government covering a wide 
range of Federal grants and other form · of assistance. The Department of Agri-
culture, for example, has issued regulations hringing Regional Councils into 
coordinating rural development loans and grants with other Federal a::sistance 
flowing into rural areas. We expect similarly broad initiatives to follow. 
Federal Regional Councils-Performance in interagency and intergovernmental 

affairs 
It is difficult to grneralize in appraising Regional Counci1s' performance. Just as 

problems in grant programs are numerom; and diverse from region to region, so are 
possible solutions. The Under 'ecrctaries Group has encouraged different FRC 
initiatives to meet varying regional problems, and differing approaches have, in fact, 
been used. 

Some Councils appear to be generally more productive than others, and somtl 
have excelled in particular endeavors while a1:;parently lagging in other respects. 
Rctting a~ide comparisons between individual councils, it is accurate to say that 
over a four-year pC:riod member agenci~·s and State and local governments see on 
balance a considerable gain from Council activities, a view shared by the General 
Accounting Office according to the October 25 draft GAO assessmcmt of the 
Councils. O:\1:B agrees that the Council experiment ha, been useful, that th0re 
have been . ome concrete accomplishments, but that there is still a large, unfilled 
potential for the future. 

In discussing FRC performance over the last four years, I will concentrate on 
some interesting nnd fruitful activities in three general categories: interagenc~· 
coordination, intergovernmental relations, and crisis management. I will also 
discus-, improvements in internal management of the FRC's themselvc·. 
I 11leragency Coordination 

Integrated Grant Administration (JGA).-FRC's administered 26 pilot projects 
allowing applicants for multiple, :vet related grnnts t0 submit a Ringle applicntion 
for Federal assistance. Review b~· the agencies is synchronized, with a single set of 
requirements for financinl control, recordkeeping, and auditing. The pilot ha, 
been a useful learning process, and would contribute to implementation of H. R. 
11236, if enacted. Grant. applicnnts have praised the coordinated review of IGA 
proposals nnd the simplified financial control and r<>porting s~·stem. FRC per-
formance was ver~· helpful in moving toward clo, er planning among Federal, 
State and local officials involved. 

Regional 1'la11a(!cme11l Information System (R11fIS).-FRC's arc involved in the 
development of information y:stems to trcngthcn overall Federal, State and local 
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planning, problem analysis, and program evaluation activities. Though still under 
development RMIS has enabled FRC's to provide more comprehensive budgetary 
information to all States on selected grant programs, assure that State and local 
officials are afforded an opportunity to review project applications through more 
systematic monitoring of grant applications, and utilize a wider range of data 
from various Federal sources for Federal, State and local planning and evaluation 
of multi-agency projects. 

Compliar_,,ce with standard Federal requirements.-FRC's assist in assuring that 
Federal regional offices are complying with standard Federal requirements in such 
areas as grant administration (0MB Circular A-102), relocation assistance pay-
ments (A-103), audit standards (A-73), and grant review and coordination pro-
cedures (A-95). Although this work is not very glamorous, it does respond to the 
legitimate criticism from many State and local officials that Federal administrative 
policies are not internally comistent and are not implemented uniformly in the 
field. There are initial results; for example, Federal agencies now use a standard 
grant application form and audit standards in most instances. Pursuant to 0MB 
Circular A-95, more than 150 Federal programs now require review of grant 
applications by State and local government for consistency with local plans, prior 
to Federal award of a grant. 

Coordinating program delivery.-FRC's assisted in numerous instances in coor-
dinating Federal program response to a specific S.tate or local problem. The Kansas 
City FRC has been the Federal coordinator in a long-term riverfront development 
project involving two States, eix counties, numerous municipalities and, at present, 
six Federal agencies. The Council and local representatives identified and assisted 
in mobilizing Federal funds for planning and a key Federal grant around which 
local governmental and private investment is coalescing. 

In further examples, the Seattle FRC is organizing interagency participation in a 
broad policy review of the impact of the Alaska Native Claims settlement, and 
has helped organize support fer specific projects such as Seattle centers for urban 
Indians and for veterans employment, an Oregon migrants center, and planning 
systems for individual CO G's in Oregon and Washington. 

FRC's have worked with State and local governments to attain consistency in 
implementing Federal requirements, such a: the Kansas City FRC's work with 
the State of Iowa to develop uniform equal employment requirements for recipi-
ents of Federal grants. Inter-regional cooperation is emerging, as shown by coor-
dination on migrant problems between Dallas and Chicago in establishing a one-
stop counselling center in each region to assist migrants in the mid-continent 
work streams. 

The Boston FRC has assisted in arranging for support of the New England 
Municipal Center, an interesting development in FRC efforts to approach tech-
nical assistance to State and local governments. The Seattle FRC even turned to 
improvement of Federal internal management by developing a common admini~-
trative support system for Federal regional offices, which earned one of the ten 
nationwide Presidential management improvement awards for FY 1973. 
Intergovernmental Coordination 

Annual arrangement-Federal/State/city/county program coordination.-The an-
nual arrangement concept, which will be discussed with the subcommittee by 
HUD Assistant Secretary Meeker, has been extended beyond HUD prograrnc; to 
encompass negotiations between cities and the entire FRC. By this means, city 
governments can expect their farthest advances to date in citywide coordinated 
planning and program delivery. The effort is beginning to hear fruit. The Dallas 
Council, for example, has concluded an arrangem<.>nt with the Cit>· of Tulqa cov-
ering programs of all nine FRC agencies and contemplating obligations of $24 .. =5 
million for the current fiscal vear. The Seattle Council has concluded a broader 
arrangement with the State of Washington, King County and the City of Seattle, 
in an attempt to coordinate the flo_w of government:11 funrls into Renttle. 

The Denver FRC participated with the State of South Dakota in a model 
rural development project which developed statistics, trend analysis and need 
priorities in education, recreation, government services, justice and manpo,ver to 
facilitate social service planning at State and sub-State levels. 

Working relationships with State, local governments.-Efforts such as the Federal/ 
State/local arrangements just described require close intergovernrn<>ntal partner-
ship. FRC's have developed a variety of methods to establish working relation-
ships with State and local governments, including agency representatives working 
as staff to governors' and mayors' officeq; individual regional directors working 
with States where they are particularly effective; forming State and local advisor>' 
groups; meeting regularly with State-employed Federal/State coordinators; and 

-,,, 
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having representatiYcs of goYernors, municipal/county associations, and Indian 
tribes attend Council meetings and work directly with FRC task force'. Ap-
proaches are tailored to the regions and are becoming increasingly useful to all 
involved. 

Working relationships with Indian tribal governments.-FRC's are experimenting 
with means of offering Indian tribal governments a mechanism to coordinate 
various FPderal programs on reservations. Western FRC's have established 
Indian task forces, and have begun working relationships with tribal governments 
to support and respond to tribal initiatives under the President's program of 
Indian self-determination. FRC representatives have made direct contact with 
tribal governments on reservations to discuss tribal problems. FRC's haYe as-
sisted five tribes in tracking requests for Federal assistance, and have included 
integrated grants for two tribes among the 26 pilot integrated grants nationwide. 

Regional b1ldget brie.fi11gs.-FRC's visited States and localities to describe the 
program impact of the FY 1974 budget and answer questions. The briefings were 
p:1,rticularly useful to mayors and county executives from smaller jurisdictions who 
seldom meet with higher-ranking Federal officials. FRC's will repeat the effort 
to respond to questions on the FY 1975 budget. 

Regional energy briP,fings.-FRC's arranged for regional briefings of State and 
local officials on the energy progrn.m. 

Intergovernmental conferences.-Regional Councils have sponsored numerous 
conferences with State and local representatives to discuss 0MB instructions 
on grant clearance procedures (A-95), standard grant administration require.; 
ments (A-102), water pollution problems, planning coordination and sub-State 
planning, environmental impact statement requirements, and other matters of 
national and regional significance, as well as the Regional Council role it::;elf. 
Crisis J.vl anagement 

Energy program assistance.-The most recent example of the value of FRC's 
in providing n. swift, flexible Federal response to a national need was the FR C's 
assista,nce in mobilizing temporary personnel for all ten regional headquarters 
of the Federal Energ)· Office, and 16 State/Federal Allocation Officers. FUC's 
continue to provide FEO with technical assistance on intergovernmental co,. 
ordination. FEO Regional Directors are now ad hoc members of the Regional 
Councils. 

Base closings.-FRC's are being used by DOD's Office of Economic Adjustment 
to coordinate Federal programs aiding communities affected by military base 
closings. In New England, for exn.mple, the FRC met with affected governors 
and mayors and provided a central reference point for State and local problems. 

Rapid City, South Dakota rehabilitation.-The Region VIII FRC wa given 
the responsibility of mobilizing and coordinating the interagency input int 
Rapid City after a major flood. Both the governor and mayor commended the 
FRC effort. 

Hurricane Agnes.-In 1972, FRC's in Regions II"'and III assistedin organizing 
Federal response and rehabilitation assistance after widespread flooding due to 
Hurricane Agnes. 

(!the_r FRC as~i-~tan_ce in_ emergencies.-FRC_ work in mobilizing resources to 
a~sist mother cns1 situations has shown considerable promise in widely varying 
circumstances such as tht Chelsea, Massachusetts, fire· water contamination 
problems in New England and Minnesota; the 1972 Buff al~ Creek West Viroinia 
disaster; and !h~ a~termath of the New Bedford, Ma-,sachusett~, and N e~ark'. 
New Jersey, civil disturbances. Perhaps the most beneficial service by FRC's in 
crisis management is in longer-range rehabilitation. 
F RC Performance-Summary 

There are other projects and activities around the country which FRC'-, have 
supported, each \\ith its own promise and problems. On the whole we are pleased 
with FRC willingness to tackle regional problems in cooperation with State and 
local government, and we will urge them to continue to do so in the future. 
Council 1t1embership and Management 

Over the last four years, FRC's have moved from a very informal committee 
structure with a v0r~· limited agenda to an instrumr->nt that is hecoming more 
effective and increasingly recognized and used within the Federal system. The 
membership has expanded from the original four in 1968 to the nine FRC agencies 
mentioned in Executive Order No. 11731, representing ovu 80% of all Federal 
grant funds. 
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In 1968, FRC Chairmen were council-elected. They are now Pm;;;idcntially-
designated for one-year terms, on recommendation by the Under Secretaries 
Group and open to extension if recommended by the USG. The staff available 
to each FRC consists of one agency employee from each member, asRigned part-
time to assist his regional director in Council activities. The FRC Chairman's 
agency provides an employee as staff director to the Chairman to ensure that 
agency staff time d<.'voted to Council work is organized and mutually beneficial 
to the members. FRC agencies use the task force approach to accomplish much 
of their regional interagency work. 

The FRC's have been using an annual work plan and reporting system, and in 
Jul:v 1973 they were asked to utilize a Management-by-Objectives approach to iden~ 
tify major targets for the year. FRC Chairmen meet with the USG on roughly a 
bi-monthly basis to review progress and problems. 

The USG and its staff arm, the Under Secretaries Working Group (USWG) are 
generally scheduled to meet monthly to review policy and operational isimcs. This 

ubcommitte has been provided copies of the 1973 FRC annual work plans, the 
FRC targets established under Management-by-Objectives, the 1974 FRC 
Guidelines, and the Highlights of the 1973 USG and USWG meetings. 
Regional Council Problems and Issues 

Although there have been real accomplishments over the past four years, there 
arc still shortfalls and continuing problems in the FRC s~·stem. 

Decentralization and authority of regional dfrectors.-I will discuRs our decentral-
ization efforts shortly. Despite progress to dat0, the authority of regional officials 
vari<.'s by agency, and some agencies, frankly, have not decentralized to the extent 
we had hoped they would. FR C's are limited by the differing levelR in authorit:v of 
regional directors-for example, between the line authority of HUD and EPA 
regional directors and the coordination and overview dutieR of the Secretarial 
representatives of USDA, DOT, and Interior. Chief elected officials keep remind-
ing us that increased delegation of authority to agency field managers is one of our 
moRt needed improvements. 

FRC mission and goals.-The Executive order is general about what FRC's 
-are to do. The USG should provide more specific guidance and be more supportive 
in itR dealings with FR.C's, as we understand GAO urges in its draft aRsessment 
,of FRC's. On the other hand, we need to strike a balance between setting forth 
goals and giving specific direction, against the need for retaining flexibility, local 
option, and a sense of local initiative. We don't want to over-formalize and turn 
the FRC's to be a fourth layer of government-still another strata of bureaucratic 
red tape, run from Washington. Our practice is to resolve the "Washington-
·guidance" problem on a case-by-case basis with the preRumption in favor of 
encouraging local option and responsibility wherever posRible. 

Agency-OMB relationships.-OMB is in the general business of making the 
Federal s~·stem work better, both in Washington and in the field. FRC's are one 
of the important mechanisms for the Federal agenciei'\ to achieve this end. 

Intergovernmental coordination.-Work in Federal/ 'tate relationship. is really 
just beginning. It is part of the New Federalism thrust which needs to be re-
€mph'lsized and accelerated. In a recent surve>·, man~· State and local officials 
queRtioned believed FR.C's had unfulfilled potential in intergovernmental relations. 
FRC's should move to realize that potentinl by closer, more frequent contact 
with State and local government and by finding additional means of introducing 
State and local viewpoints in FRC deliberations-perhaps by direct participation 
by State and local officials. 

FRC management and staffing.-As FRC's increase workload and address 
problems more effectively, increasing demands arc made on the time of the FRC 
Chairmen and staff working with the Council. Since Jul:-;· 1973, the Under Secre-
tarie-.; Group has been experimenting in two regions (Chicago and Denver) with 
a full-time Chairman concept. The intent is to see if more time devoted by the 
Chairman can facilitate FRC's performance in interagency and intergovern-
mental affairs and upgrade management of the FRC process, while avoiding the 
creation of another bureaucratic layer. The experiment w·ill be evaluated at the 
end of the fiscal year and a mid-year assessment is now undenvay. 
Federal Regional Councils-Future Dfreclfons 

Looking to the future, all of us involved in the Council system hope to correct 
some of the shortfalls I have mentioned. Equally or more important is to continue 
to capitalize on some of the Councils' succe sc:-,. 
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We can anticipate that Councils will increa. ingly be used by their mcmhers as 
tools for widening channels of information and assistance to 8tatc and local 
government. Mobilization of technical assistance through the Council.;;; i:-; a, 
possibility. We certainly intend to give Councils all the leeway needed to play th~ 
most beneficial role pos:--ible in reforming the Federal delivery system. 

Councils have generally performed program coordination tasks WC'll. It is difficult 
to sec all of the possibilities, but some, such as coordination of Fedc,ral interagency 
aspects of rural development, land use planning, and additional integrated grant 
pilot projects are already being discut'sed by the lead agencies involved. Because 
of State and local expectation:--, if for no other reason, FRC's will increa,;ingl~~ 
be called upon to focu:-- and coordinate available Federal re. ourcc>h to mrct ~late, 
and local needs. Based on pa. t experience the Under Secretaries will expect the 
FRC's to be in the forefront in this area. 

Council activities in regional management information system pilots, integrated 
grant administration, A-95 and other efforts indicate the utility of the Cnuncil.· 
in testing innovationt>. We will continue to look to the Council' to be at the frontier 
in building mechanisms for improved delivery of Federal assistance in the regions. 

In 'Uill, we arc not entire!)· satisfied that the FRC':-, have rnC't the :.unhitious 
goals set out for thm1, but I think 011B, the participating agcnci<':--, and :-,tat~ 
and local government:-- agree that there has been some u:--cful performance hy the 
FRC system. Councils are gradually becoming more productive' and valuahl<' in. 
the complex task of intergovernmental and interagency coordination of the Fcd(•ral 
delivery system. TherC' are both conceptual and operational problc_,ms in the 
system, but 0~1B together with the re:--t of thC' executive branch, Congre . .;:-; and 
State and local government hopes to nrnvr ah<'nd to solve these problPm. in 
order to make government in general work better, which, after all, is the ba:--i~ 
goal we are all interested in. 

lI. DECENTRALIZATION 

The next subjert I would like to discu:s briefly involves the Administr:ttion':9 
efforts to enhance the effectivenes:-- of FC'deral n::-sistunce programs by pl:IC'in!!. 
management respon:--ibility at the most appropriate level within our FC'dNal 
system. The Administration's ba:--ic position on this subject can be ..;tated a:-
follows: 

Governmental functions should be provided by those levels be:--t able and willing 
to serve the needs of the people. Based on an ass<'ssment of the appropriate rolC';-; for 
each level, there should be a devolution or transfer of Federal function· mor~ 
effectively handled at the State and local level. 

The Federal Government should decentralize to its field estahli 'hments tho:--C' 
functions which must continue to rest with the Federal Govcrnmrnt and cnn be 
most effectively handled at the field level so that decisions arc made us clo:--e a: 
possible to the iocus of the problem. 

There is often some confusion between thc:--c principlei;;-devolution and dC'-
centralization. Under the• former, the responsibility for making basic op<'rational 
dcci:ions is transfern'd from Federal agencie: to the more appropriate levC'l of 
State or local government. Examples of this include: 

General Uevenue Sharing in which State and local units of govcrnnwnt ar~ 
given wide latitude in :electing specific projC'cts in line with local prioritie · a:-, 
well a. being responsible for day-to-da:v management. 

Block gra11ts and othC'r more flexible forms of assistance in which we have 
proposed retaining broad national program priorities and poliC)' guidPlines bu 
increasing the level of management responsibility and discretion C'xercisPd h)~ 
State and local officials in using the.'e funds to meet diverse local need and 
situations. 

Other selected transfers of re. ponsibility such as issuance of permits, inspections 
and management reviews which • 'tates particularly are both capable a.nd willing 
to undertake. 

Decentralization, on the other hand, retains responsibility as a Federnl function 
but attempt: to place it at the mo:t appropriate and effccti\'e level within nn 
agency or department's management f-tructurC'. In many ca:--es, this menu· tran:--
ferring various manaµ;ement rcspon::-ibilities from Washington to Federal fic·ld. 
official: where program decisions can be based on a better undcr:,;tandi11g of 
local need8 than is likely to prevail in Washington. Of course•, this also rvquire--
clearly defined national policy requirement.' and management guidclin '~ which. 
are es 'ential prerequi -ite · to any decentralization ffort. 
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Decentralization is a relative term; there is probably fiO such thino- as a com-
ple~ely _de?entralized program. HEW, for example, ·has developed!":j a method 
of 1dentifymg the _degree of decentralization on the basis of 12 major functions-
some or all of which apply to any domestic assistance program. These are: 

Development of Long Range Planning. 
Development of Budget. 
Development of Regulations and Guidelines. 
Development of Procedures. 
Dissemination of Information. 
Review and Approval/Disapproval of State Plans. 
Review and Approval/Disapproval of Grant Applications. 
Final Funding Approval/Disapproval Authority. 
Financial Management. 
Monitoring Program Performance. 
Resolving Audit Discrepancies. 
Evaluation. 
For each of these factors there are degrees of decentralization ranging from 

total to none. For example, eight different levels have been identified to indicate 
the degree of decentralization of the Review and Approval/Disapproval of Grant 
Applications. 

This list represents a range of basic management functions which may or may 
not be appropriate for decentralization depending on the agency and the program 
involved. However, it does illustrate that the concept of decentralized manage-
ment is far broader than just the question of who is authorized to sign a loan, 
grant, or contract. We are equally concerned with such questions as responsibility 
for program planning, use of technical assistance resources, monitoring program 
performance, and evaluation. 

0MB adopted some of these techniques for an analysi of decentralization in 
·other agency programs. We are currently in the process of gathering profiles on 
programs that: 

Provide program funds or technical assistance to State and local governments. 
Provide loans or loan guarantees to State and local government~. 
Within the next six months, we will have a fairly complete profile on a series 

of Federal programs which are particularly suited for decentralized manage-
ment. Some of the criteria we will be using in review of decentralization include: 

The need for close coordination and consultation between agency officials and 
State or local government applicants to improve Federal accessibility and re-
sponsiveness on local needs and problems. 

The need for coordination with other Federal agencies with closely related 
programs including greater consistency among agencies on the level and scope of 
decentralized management. 

The adequacy of basic national policy and management guidelines governing 
Federal programs without which decentralized management can't work. 

The degree of complexity in the basic administration of a program. In this 
context, decentralized management is often essential in improving our capacity 
to understand and relate programs to the complex social, economic, and cultural 
differences in communities throughout the country. 

Thus far, our efforts to promote decentralization have followed two tracks, the 
first being direct Presidential leadership. This has included statements of Presi-
dential goals to members of the Cabinet and the building of decentralized manage-
ment concepts into new organizations such as the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration. 

The second track has been the three year Federal Assistance Review (FAR) 
program. Under one of FAR's major goals, domestic agencies developed plans for 
decentralizing their programs on the basis of priorities they estabfo·hed. This 
approach required that we recognize the many restraints, including legislative 
ones that set definite limits on decentralization of many programs. 

·with the completion of the FAR program, a written policy on decentralization 
is needed. Accordingly, we plan to issue an 0MB circular on thi:-- ::,;ubject in the 
near future. In it, we will state basic criteria a - well as the factors thnt :hould be 
considered in determining the proper degree of decentralization. It will call for 
the maximum decentralization wherever possible, but it will also recognize tho::;e 
situations where it is not appropriate. 

In pursuing this course, we have gone faster than some would have us go, 
while not as hard as others would have had us do. We believe the results to date 
are encouraging in an area where quick Rolutions to complex management problems 
are hard to find. Some of the things that we find encouraging are: 
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Some of the project grant programs identified as candidates for decentralization 
in the early phases of FAR were eventually converted into formula grant pro-
grams. The net effect of this was to go beyond decentralization to devolution. 

Under FAR, the number of decentralized programs about doubled from less 
than 100 to about 190. This is based on specific evidence such as delegations of 
authority or other written instructions. 

Grant processing time has been reduced in a number of programs as a result 
of streamlined procedures and the increast::d delegation of management review 
responsibilities to field offices. HEW, for example, developed a simplified "State 
plan" format to replace planning requirements which varied from 200 to 2,000. 

Decentralization of management within many Federal Regional Council 
member agencies as well as the General Services Administration and the Civil 
Service Commission which support the FRC's has made it possible for the FRC 
system to work. Each region has enough success stories to convince most of the 
field people that systematic interagency cooperation is possible and that decen-
tralization is a key to improving it. 

A recent study of New Federalism conducted by 0MB involved interviews of 
136 elected officials at various levels of State and local government. One of the 
main improvements that these officials see as needed, is increased delegation of 
authority to agency field managers. 

Eighty-eight of the 136 officials interviewed also indicated that they had 
observed evidence of program decentralization, particularly in HUD and Labor. 
Eighty-five of them indicated that decentralization has made the Federal 
establishment more responsive to their needs. Again, HUD and DOL were the 
specific agencies mentioned most frequently. 

Most individual citizens, communities, and States who need Federal assistance, 
are entitled to participate in more than one of the 900 odd Federal assistance 
programs. Needs do not arise in isolation. Yet this is exactly what the Government 
was organized to do-apply a single program to a single need of ten without regard 
to the overall impact on the individual, community, or State as a whole. 

The most frequent and telling criticisms of the Federal establishment are the 
well documented cases in which the left hand did not know what the right hand 
was doing. Yet the most important lesson that we public administrators and 
legislators should have learned in the past few years is the degree to which our 
individual decisions interact. The time has long since come when we must address 
the total and interrelated problems of individuals and communities, increasingly 
through broader forms of assistance which place decisionmaking at levels closest 
to those problems. 

Probably the second most frequent criticism involved the programs where 
decisions had to be made at headquarters. Both the delays and the paternalistic 
approach of many agencies were sore subjects. 

Taken together, these said that to achieve real improvement, we had to: 
Coordinate our programs as close to the point of delivery as possible. 
Place greater reliance on the judgment of State and local officials who are 

closest and directly accountable to our citizens for effective government. 
Speed up and simplify our administrative processes. 
Our approach of decentralization, standard Federal regions, and Regional 

Councils are built on this foundation. Each step involves changes in perspective, 
attitudes, and action by many people. For most, this is a stretching process. 
Prudence limits the rate at which we try to undertake these changes. 

We also think we are farther along than is generally recognized. Increasingly, 
more people are acknowledging that decentralized management works. We will 
continue to pursue this concept along with a number of other initiatives to mod-
ernize and enhance the effectiveness of Federal management in the years to come. 

III. STANDARD REGIONAL BOUNDARIES 

The Federal field service began with the republic itself for such activities as 
carrying the mail, collecting taxes, and the admini tration of justice. As new 
programs were enacted by the Congress, departments and agencies developed 
field establishments to meet specific program needs. 

Over the years the cumulative effect of individual agency decisions based on 
narrow program considerations resulted in over 200 different Federal field struc-
tures by 1969. State and local officials found themselves traveling over half or 
two-thirds of the country to discuss their problems and needs with Federal pro-
gram officials. The mayor of Louisville found himself working with Federal officials 
in Atlanta, Charlottesville, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Washington to put to-
gether a small neighborhood facility. The Zuni Indian Pueblo wa' working with 
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Federal offices in Albuquerque, Dallas, Am,tin, Los Angeles, San Franci ·co, Denver, Kansas Cit~,, Salt Lake City, and Washington to try to prepare a tribal development program. 

A number of :--tudie. also identified the lack of a uniform Federal field . tructure as a major obstacle to improve intergovernmental cooperation. The Pre:--ident described the situation when he announced the fin,t uniform boundarie' and regional office locations on March 27, 1969: " ... The organization of Federal services has often grown up piecemeal-creating gaps in some areas, duplications in others, and general inefficiencies acro:--s the country. Each agency, for example, has its own set of regional offices and regional boundaries; if a director of one operation is to meet with his counterpart in another branch of the government he often must make an airplane trip to see him. Or con-sider two federal officials who work together on poverty problem:-- in the same neighborhood, but who work for different Departments and therefore, find them-selves in two different administrative regions, reporting to headquarter' in two widely separated cities. 
"Coordination cannot flourish under conditions such as that. Yet without real coordination, intelligent and efficient government is impossible; money and time are wasted and impor.tant goals are compromised." The President's directive established eight regions, each with a regionnl head-quarters city for HEW, HUD, Labor, OEO, and SBA. The overall rc:--ponse trongly supported the concept but a few modifications W<'re recommended. A second directive, announced in :May 1969, added two more region::, headquartered in Kansas City and Seattle, and formed the basis for the present ten 'tandard Federal Region structure, a. shown on the map (Attachment A). In addition to directing the five . pecific agencies to adjust to this structure, other dome ·tic agencie:-- were asked to plan an~· future field organization changes in accordance with the Standard Region concept. Further agency progress was achieved under the Federal A::,sistancc Review (FAR) program which included standardizing Federal field structures as one of its major goals. I :--hould point out that Standard Federal Regions arc only a mean::, to the end of strengthening the in:titutional framcvrnrk for governmental performance. Through this initiative, we have e:tabli::,hcd the basis for creation of Federal Regional Councils, more sy:;;tematic intcragenc)· and intergovernmental coordinn-tion systems, and greater cooperation among Federal agencies on common prob-lems. We've al. o noted a good deal more consistency among agencies in applying government-wide requirements such as uniform administrative and audit stand-ards by being able to draw field officials together in each region in developing implementation plan .. Within the past two months, we were able to quickly set up regional offices for the new energy program by locating them in the ten standard regions and drawing upon other Federal agencies in the :--a.me locations for ·taff and other forms of ::mpport. 
Improvement arc being made. There is a long way to go, but the effects of standardizing our field structure is being noticed at the .'tnte and local level a. well. In a series of recent interviews with 136 senior officiaI:-1 at all lcvel8 of State and local government throughout the country, we noted: 111 were aware of the moves toward tandard regional boundaric. and headquarters; 80 had frequent or occasional contact with the Federal Regional Councils; 81 felt that the members of Federal Regional Council' were generally more knowledgeable about the problems of their particular part of the country than ·washington; and 61 felt these initia-tive::, had resulted in an improved Federal respon::,e to their needs. These response:- reflected many factor:-- in addition to Standard Federal Regions. \Vithout thii-- approach, ho,vevcr, the improvement.· made and those we arc seeking would not be possible. 
The experience since 1969 has demonstrated the value of the standard regional concept to the point where a uniform policy on the field Rtructure of Federal agencies ha:-- been developed. An 0MB circular cm "Standard Federal Regions" will be issued shortly. The key provisions of thii-- circular are: No agency will be required to make a change solely for the purpose of complying with the circular. However, when program or other managc'ment considerations dictate a change in the field structure of an agency, compliance ,,.·ith the standard region policy is required or a specific waiver obtained from 0MB. The sy:--tem of ten :tandard regions, common regional headquarter:-- cities, and requirements for greater compatibility with Htnte and local organizational line·, to the extent possible, i: established as administrative policy. Exemptions from the provision: of the circulm a.re formally established for selected ugencic · such as regulatory commi.-sion.- a.nd other highly ·pecialized 
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Federal activities who. e functions and field structures a.re clearly outside the 
cope of the circular objective~. 

The current status of agencies' field structure~ in relation to the circular i:-s 
shown in Attachment B. 

I would be happy to respond to any specific questions you mny have at this 
point. 

ST~NDARO FEDERAL REGION~ 

ATTACHMF.NT B 

AGENCIES IN RELATION TO POLICY ON STANDARD FEDERAL REGIONS 

APPLICABLE AND CONFORMING 

Department of Homdng and Urban Development. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 
Federal Energy Office. 
General Services Administration (except for 2 city locations). 
Office of Economic Opportunity. 
Smnll Business Admini, tration. 
United States CiYil Service Commission. 

APPLICABLE AND PARTIALLY CONFORM! G 

Department of Hen.1th, Education, and Welfare-Conforming except for: 
Health Service· Admini 'tration 

Indian Health Service 
Social Security Admini:-,tration 

Bureau of Retirement and Survivors Insurance 
Department of Justice-Conforming except for: 

Bureau of Prisons 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Antitrust Division 

33-139-7 4--t 
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Department of Labor-Conforming except for: 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 
Employment Standn.rd Admini trn.tion 

Office of Federal Employees' Compensation 
Office of Workmen's Compensn.tion Programs 

Labor-Mn.nagement Services Administration 
Office of the Solicitor 

Depn,rtment of Transportation-Conforming except for: 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Railroad Administration 

ACTION-Conforming except for: 
Regional Recruiting Offices 

APPLICABLE BUT NON-CONFORMING 

Department of Agriculture (29 different regional arrangements). 
Department of Commerce (7 different regional arrangements). 
Department of the Interior (16 different regional arrangements). 
Department of the Trea. urv (5 different regional arrangements). 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 
Economic Stabilization Program. 
~' ational Credit Union Administration. 

ational Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities. 
Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission. 
Selective Service System. 
V eteraus' Administration (3 different regional areas). 

NOT APPLICABLE OR WITH NO FIELD STRUCTURES 

Legi. lative Branch. 
Judicial Branch. 
The \Vhite Hou ·e Office. 
Office of Management and Budget. 
Council of Economic Advisors. 
T ational ecurity Council. 

Office of the Special Representative for Trade Negotiations. 
Council on Environmental Quality. 
Office of Telecommunications Policy. 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. 
Council on Economic Policy. 
Federal Property Council. 
Department of Defense. 
Department of State. 
Department of Transportation: 

National Transportation Safety Board. 
U.S. Coast Guard. 

Administrative Conference of the United States. 
American Battle Monuments Commission. 
Appalachian Regional Commission. 
Atomic Energy Commission. 
Canal Zone Government. 
Civil Aeronautics Board. 
Commission of Fine Arts. 
Commission on Civil Rights. 
Export-Import Bank of the United States. 
Federal Communications Commis::;ion. 
Federal Deposit In. urance Corporation. 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 
Federal Maritime Commission. 
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. 
Federal Power Commission. 
Federal Reserve System. 
Federal Trade Commission. 
Foreign Claim 'cttlement Commission of the Tnited States. 
Inter-American Foundation. 
Inter::;tate Commerce Commission. 
National Aeronautics and Space Adminbtration. 



National Labor Relations Board. 
National Rcience Foundation. 
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Overseas Private Investment Corporation. 
Panama Canal Company. 
Postal Rate Commission. 
Railroad Retirement Board. 
Renegotiation Board. 
~ecurities and Exchange Commission. 
Smithsonian Institution. 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission. 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 
1:Jnited States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
United States Information Agency. 
United States Postal Service. 
United States Tariff Commission. 
11r. MALEK. First I will introduce the people with me and give 

some background on my own experience. On my left is Frank Zarb, 
.As.~istant Director of 0MB for Management and Operations. To his 
left is Vince Puritano, the 0MB Deputy Assistant Director for Field 
Activities. Also accompanying me today are, on my right Mr. Robert 
Rosenheim, who is the regional director in Region VIII for HUD. He 
is also the council chairman for the Rocky Mountain Federal Regional 
Council. To my extreme left is Buck Kelly, HEW's Regional Director 
for Region X and chairman of the Pacific Northwest Federal Regional 
Council. 

I think Mr. Kelly and Mr. Rosenheim, as regional directors and 
council chairmen of established experience, would be very helpful to 
the subcommittee in discussing the FRC activities and how the coun-
cils are actually operated. 

Before discussing my own background and experience, Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to take this opportunity to tell you how much we 
do welcome this opportunity to discuss with you the administration's 
initiatiYes in this area. We are delighted that a Member of Congress 
and a subcommittee chairman of your stature has taken the interest 
in convening these hearings, because we think there is probably nothing 
more important in terms of improving Government effectiveness and 
management than d9ing a better job at the regional level of coor-
dinating the very complex array of grants we have and working more 
constructively with our partners in the Federal system, the State and 
local governments. 

This is particularly a subject that is important and personally 
important to me. I started in the Government in the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in early 1969, which probably has 
the largest and most complex array of grant programs of any depart-
ment in the Government. It was my responsibility there to work with 
the various agencies of HEW to sin1plify and decentralize and 
strengthen our administration of grant programs, and it occupied a 
p-eat portion of my time, and I think we made a great number of 
strides. 

At the same time, I would have to say that there is an enormous 
potential yet to exploit, and we are delighted to have this opportunity 
to discuss with you the ways in which we might further exploit these 
opportunities. 

You asked for some comments on my own background. Educa-
tionally, I am a graduate of West Point and the Harvard Business 
School. My experience primarily is in the field of management. I was 
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a management consultant with the firm of :\IcIGnsey & Co. for :3}f 
years, after which I founded and built my own company, a com pan>· 
of which I was chairman, called the Triangle Corp., a major manu-
facturer of hand tools. I came into the Government as Deputy Under 
Secretary of HEW in April of 1969. I moved from there to become 
pecial a sistant to the Pre ident with responsibility for personnel and 

some organizational matters at the White House in October of 1970. 
I served in that position until January of 1973, with the e.Teption of 
4 months in which I erved as deputy director of the Committee To 
Re-Elect the President. I have . erved as Deputy Director of the 
Office of .11anagement and Budget for about 1 year. 

Mr. FouNTAI . Thank you. 
Mr. MALEK. Mr. Chairman, let me start b~T giving a little bit of 

background on the Federal regional councils. The councils were 
originated in 1968 as a four city pilot effort among HEW, HUD, OEO, 
and Labor. The regional officials of theRe agencies were convenecl to 
improve the coordination of the burgeoning categorical grant progrnm~ 
to resolve interagency conflicts at a local lev-cl, anJ to work more 
clo ely with the tate and local governments. 

In March of 1969, Federal regional counciL were included as part 
of the administration's broader effort to improve the overall effective-
ness of the Federal a. sistance programs. This overall effort included 
such initiatives as decentralization, developing consistent Federal pro-
cedures, cutting rec.ltape, seeking authority for grant consolidation and 
joint funding, placing greater reliance on State and local government 
in program administration, coming up with standard Federal region-=-
and expanding the Federal regional council system to all of the region:--. 

The President asked the Office of Management and Budget to take 
the lead in getting this effort implemented. An Under Secretarie:-; 
group was established at that time to provide policy guidance to the 
regional councils and to a . ure stronger Washington upport for the 
overall effort. As the councils progressed, their role and their function~ 
were formalized by executive order, and the membership was expanded, 
most recently to the nine agencie. that were mentioned in Executive 
Order 11731, which has been provided to you. 

The council function under this executive order stress the following: 
Fir t, close working relation. hip with, tat<' and local gonrnments; 
Second, improved coordination of Federal grants and other pro-

grams to assist State and local governments; 
Third, resolving interagency conflicts and evaluating interagency 

programs; 
And finally, facilitating daily intergovernmental and interagency 

cooperation. 
Let me give you some example of FRC accomplishments. Man>r 

of these are amplified upon in my statement that has been submitted, 
but I think they can be ummarizecl in four categorie. : 

Fir. t, pulling together the various Federal resources in respon. e to 
specific State and local need. ; 

Developing much closer working relation. hips with the State and 
local officials, working with them on a broad range of problems; 

Mobilizing Federal re. ources in cri. es; 
And finally·, serving as a focal point in the field for the variou~ 

initiatives that have been undertaken to streamline and simplify 
grant admini tration and the sy terns which deliver the grant 
as i tance. 
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As I mentioned earlier, regional councils are supervised by an 
Under Secretaries group, comprised of the deputy heads of the nine 
council agencies. The Under Secretaries meet roughly monthly, as 
does a working group that provides staff support to the Under Sec-
Tetaries group. 

The regional councils themselves meet in the region roughly twice 
a month. Each council has a chairman, who is designated for a I-year 
period by the President on recommendation of the Under Secretaries. 
Each regional director participates in the council, has a staff person 
who works with him on council activities and devotes a substantial 
portion of his time with these council activities. 

The council chairman himself is assisted by a full-time staff mem-
ber, who assists him in organizing and directing council activities. 

Over the past few years, while we have had a number of successes, 
we still see a number of opportunities for improvement with the 
regional councils. In the future, we think that the regional councils will 
be increasingly used by their mem ber.s for the purposes of widening 
channels of communication with State and local government, serving 
as focal points to mobilize and coordinate available Federal assistance, 
both to meet specific program needs as well as to assist in broader 
problems, such as coordination at the regional level of rural develop-
ment programs, a new area the councils are getting involved in. We 
also expect that in the future they will continue to assist in building 
field systems to improve the delivery of Federal assistance. 

To sum up our experiences with the regional councils, none of us 
are entirely satisfied with the system to date. But we do feel that 
some meaningful improvements have been made, that the council 
system has shown itself to be useful, and holds a great deal of future 
promise for furthering our ability to work constructively with the 
State and local governments. 

Let me turn now briefly to the subject of decentralization. The 
administration's basic position on decentralization can be stated as 
follows. First, governmental functions should be provided by those 
levels best able and willing to serve the needs of the people, including 
devolution or the transfer of Federal functions that can be more 
effectively handled at the State and local level. 

K ow, here we are talking, as most of you are familiar with, general 
revenue sharing, special revenue sharing, block grants and other 
initiatives which shift the basic management responsibility from the 
Federal Government to the State and local government. 

In addition to this devolution, this transfer of functions, the 
Federal Government should also decentralize to its own field establish-
ment those functions which must rest with the Federal Government, 
but where decisions can be more wisely made closer to the locus of 
the problem-in other words, in the field. Thus far, our efforts to 
promote decentralization have involved direct Presidential leudership 
in building decentralized management into our new organizations, 
. uch as the Environmental Protection Agency and the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, a well as restructuring mdsting 
agency management systems. Under this initiative, we have con-
ducted a 3-year Federal assistanre review program, which we refer 
to as FAR, and with which I am sure you are familiar. 

One of FAR's major goals ha been for domestic agencies to develop 
plans for decentralizing their programs and increasing the manage-
ment responsibilities and resources of their field offices. 
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We feel that FAR represented a very good start. However, we are 
convinced that much more can and should be done to improve Federal 
management through increased decentralization in the years ahead. 

Along with decentralization and the formation of regional councils 
came a very important move, which was standardization of the Federal 
regions. Over the years, the lack of any general policies concerning 
Federal field organization resulted in over 200 different field structure~ 
by 1969. A number of studies that were undertaken also identified 
the lack of a uniform field structure as a major obstacle to improved 
interagency and intergovernmental cooperation. 

Because of these factors, in 1969 the President established a system 
of 10 standard regions with common regional headquarters cities. 
HEW, HUD, Labor, OEO, and SBA adopted these regions as the 
first step, and other agencies were requested to plan any futnre 
organizational changes in accordance with this concept. Since then, 
the number of conforming agencies has increased substantiall~~, a , 
indicated in the statement that I have submitted for the record. 

Standard Federal regions, of course, are only a means to the end of 
strengthening the institutional framework for governmental per-
formance. But through this initiative we established the basi for 
creating the Federal regional councils, for gaining more systematic 
coordination with State and local officials, and for achieving greater 
cooperation among Federal, State and local agencies on common 
problems. 

Mr. Chairman, this summarizes the statement that I have sub-
mitted for the record. We would be happy to respond to any questions 
that you and other members of the subcommittee would raise. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you very much. I would like to note the 
interest on this subject as revealed by the presence of ).fr. Steelman, 
and Mr. Buchanan on the minority side, and :Mr. Fuqua and Mr. 
Alexander on the majority side. Other committee meetings are going 
on which some members will have to attend. Before I proceed, if 
any members have to leave shortly and have questions, I would be 
glad to yield at this time. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Alexander. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. I have two other committees in progre s. If I may, 

I would like to accept the chairman's invitation and--
~fr. FouNTAIN. I am not inviting you to attend your other com-

mittee meetings; we prefer having you here. I know there are other 
meetings the members may have to attend and I appreciate your 
position. I find myself in that same position from day to clay. If there 
are any questions you would like to ask before you have to leave, 
you may do so at this time. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. 11alek, thank you very much for your statement. I am e~-

pecially interested in the references you make to the Federal regional 
councils, and I would like to quickly ask a series of questions, if I 
may, which have to do with matters in which we are especially in-
terested in Arkansas. 

I noted that you stated in your presentation that you felt that the 
object of strengthening and coordinating Fe<lertll programs an<l 
policy at the regional level was among the most important ta. ks 
that you have before you. I would like to ask you, sir, what is the 
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degree to which you can eparate the functions of management and 
policy at the formulation stage that occurs within the Federal regional 
councils? 

Mr. MALEK. The question of separation of management from 
policy is a very difficult one. We feel that in the main policy guidance 
on the variou Federal program needs to be formulated in W a ~hing-
ton and conveyed very explicitly to the regions. But in most ctL~es-
not in all cases, but in most cases-the re pon ~ibility for implementing 
that policy should be carried out by those people who are closest to 
the actual grantees and the people being serYed, either the State and 
local government or, in case of decentralization, by the regional 
people led by the regional council. 

At the same time, we think it is ver~r important to get feedback 
from the regional council from the people who are actually opern.ting 
in the States and are in daily contact with State and local officials 
about what the policy should be and what modifications should be. 

11r. ALEXANDER. In order to in. ure that policy shall be made at 
the Washington level to the ma:\.-imurn feasible extent, do you require 
that the Federal regional councils maintnin minutes and record 
of their deliberations and proceedings? 

If so, arc these records made public? If they are made public, to 
what reference may we refer in order to obtain copies thereof? 

Mr. MALEK. The councils do keep minutes of their sessions. These 
minutes are avai]ub]e to the publio. I um not sure what the reference 
would be to gain the e. 

Can anyone else help me with thnt? 
• Ir. PuRITAXO. We can provide them throngh 0MB. But tlw best 

pos. ible way i just to ask the council them elves in each of the 10 
regions; we can provide the names and addresses of the council 
chairmen. For instance, in Arkansas it would be the council in 
Dallas, and it would make them available. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. It is my understanding, then, that records are 
kept of the deliberations of the Federal regional councils, and thnt 
those records are public information. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. And copies of those records may be obtained by 

the Congress? 
Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Malek, what are the qualifications for ap-

pointment to the Federal regional councils? 
Mr. MALEK. The heads of the nine agencies which have be"n des-

ignated as representatives to the council in that region arc appoi 1ted. 
The qualifications for an agency to become a member of the council 
are that it have substantial grant. or other involvement with tute 
and local governments; secondly, that it have authority in the regions 
somewhat cornparablP- to the other agencies, so that they can "·ork 
together. The result ha: been that nine agencies have been . elected for membership on th_c councils and in each region their hend' are 
m<'m hers of the rounc1l. 

The second part, I guess, of your question would be the qunlifica-
tion for the people chosen as the regional directors, sin<'C' t1 C'Y ruto-
maticnlly becom m mhers of the council. }fore we arc looking for a 
broad person who may or may not have e.·perti e in one programmatic· 
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area, but who has u broad vie"T of all of the programs of the Federal 
Government, and al o a sensitivity to the needs of State and local 
government, so that he can work effectively with them, and thirdly, 
the managerial capacity to oversee a variety of complex programs that 
are undertaken by the program people in hi agency. 

l\1r. ALEXANDER. Mr. Malek, let us assume that the "policy" of a 
Federal regional council is not compatible to the elected representa-
tives of a State, a Governor or Members of the Congress, and let us 
further as ume that the "policy" of the Federal regional council is 
not compatible with the Federal la\\·. 

,vhat procedure have you established within the Federal regional 
council net\\·ork to reconcile this problem and this difficulty? 

1Ir. MALEK. Well, let me an, ,ver the question on compatibilit.y with 
the la"· first. The councils and the regional directors who comprise 
the councils are quite familiar \\ith the various authorizing statutes 
that underlie their programs, and their orientation, of cour e, is to 
deYclop policie, that are consi tent "·ith this law. 

The Under Secretaries group revie\\·s the policies of the regional 
councils, and we would, of cour e, in ist that any of their policies are 
con istent \\ith the law. 

The more difficult question to arnnrnr is, what happens when their 
policies might be inconsistent with those of a State and local govern-
ment, or incon istent \\ith the policies of the Congress? 

Really, the purpose of regional councils, or one of the major pur-
po. e,, is to work in a cooperative fashion with the State and local 
governments to overcome this very ob. tacle that you refer to. Yet 
the pos ibility doe. exist that a council could come up with a policy 
that is in conflict \\ith the direction in which a particular State or 
local unit of government might go. 

If thi were the ca e, I would hope that the Under Secretaries group 
again could work "ith the council and with the State involved to 
reconcile this problem, so that they could proceed in a cooperative 
fa hion. 

I think the question of relationships with the Congress is still more 
difficult. I am addressing these in kind of a hierarchical need, in order 
of difficulty. We feel, however, that the councils represmt a fine 
opportunity to communicate from the region with the Members of 
Congre s. You have probably found, as I am ure many· Members of 
Congress have found, that it i. often very difficult to find what really 
i. going on in a particular region and what an agency is doing, and 
what their grantmaking . tandards and criteria on policies are. We 
think the regional council itself provides an avenue of communication 
,vhere :you can get answers and you can get information in a coor-
dina tecl manner . 

. Ir. ALEXANDER. ~1a:ybe I have time for one further question. 
~Ir. Malek, let us a, ume for the purpose of this discussion a h~Tpo-

thetical situation-and I do not have time to illustrate. I could illus-
trate with a specific reference to law if I had time, and we might do 
this at a sub. equent elate. Let us as ume that the law specifically pro-
vides a national policy that has the force of law a enacted by- Con-
gre.~s, and that a department refuses to administer that polic:v, but 
instead in ist. upon a polic:v which i. contrary to the national law. 

1. Tow, mv question to ~·ou is, what procedure do we in the Congress 
pur::,ue, other than our remedy through the courts, which is getting 
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terribl.,T burdensome to u , through your administration that wonlcI 
facilitate a compliance by the department and the regional councils 
to the national policy a. enacted into law b:T the Congress? 

Ur. MALEK. It is difficult for me to envision a particular depart-
ment or agenc:T refusing to exercise national policy in accordance with 
the law. But I think there are a number of controls that the Congre. 
has, the first one being the appropriations proces which proYicle~ 
money to carr:T out the variou. laws, and I think the Congre. s ha ~ 
not been shy in this respect. The:T have often elected to exercise this. 

11r. ALEXA TDER. 1la:T I interrupt? 
:\Ir. 1Ialek, let us as. ume we do not want to 11. e the appropriations 

process and we do not want to use the court , but we prefer a more 
expeditious manner to obtain compliance through administrative 
relief. 

Could you recite to me a procedure that would provide for a more 
expeditious administrative relief, assuming the facts to be true which 
I recited? 

:\fr. ZARB. :\Ir. Alexander, we ma:- be rombining two organizational 
responsibilities into one. The Federal regional councils b:' and large 
represent the top executive. of individual departments, and operate 
funclamentall:-r as a coordinating and communications mechanism 
with some degrees of variations from that. An individual agency's 
polic:T in a given area is for the most part framed b:T his agency head 
in Washington, and for the most part he is carrying out the instruc-
tions that he has received from Washington. 

It would seem to me that if that is inconsistent ,Yith what i per-
ceiYed to be the intent or the spirit of the Congress, that is probably 
omething that should be worked out dirertly \\ith the Cabinet head 

invoked here in Wnshington to make a determination a. to why they 
arc acting the way they nre. 

l\fr. ALEXA. DER. I thank the gentleman for an answer. 
Thank you vrry much, l\fr. Chairman. 
l\fr. Fou~TTAL . I ,ms told at the outset that several mernbC'rs 

would have to attend other meetings. HO\rnver, I do not mean to be 
setting a precedent ,d1ich might disrupt tho Chair's responf-ibi]ity 
for developing an orderly record. In order to make this equitable, 
1Ir. Brmn1, since I understand you will have to leaYe shortly, I yiel<l 
to You at this time. 

iir. BROWN of Ohio. Thank you, 1fr. Chairman. I have to be in an 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee meeting a little later 
thi morning. 

1fr. Malek, good morning. I am pleased to see you here thi, morning, 
and the rest of :Tou gentlemen. I luwe only a fe,y questions, Ir. 
Chairman, and then intend to haw the time on the minority side 
pur ·ue<l this morning at least, primarily by 1lr. Garry Bro"·n and by 
Mr. Alan Steelman from Texas "·ho work('d on the other ~ide of the 
Federal operation, before he came to Congress, as a Federal employee. 
And 1 will let him give you that background. 

I am curious about one part of your testimony where yon note that 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration "a added to thi.' 
group of regional opf'ration . I have one community in my di. trict 
which because of its e."perience "ith Law Enforcement As--istance Ad-
nuni tration decided to buy ·ome of its hrn· enforcement equipment 
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through its general revenue sharing funds. And when they told me that 
I said that is foolish because you can get those funds through Law 
Enforcement A. sistance Administration, their response was that it 
would cost us about 2½ times as much and takes about three times as 
long to get the equipment that we need through Law Enforcement 
Assi. tance Admimstration as it would to go ahead and just buy the 
material outright with general revenue haring funds. 

Now, is the resolution of that problem going to be one of the obiec-
frrns, or is it one of the objectives of your regional organizations; if so, 
how does that ,rnrk? The largest city I have is 85,000 people and they 
cannot afford the professional staff that other communities use. As a 
result, we get a great deal less of the Federal largesse than other con-
gressional districts simply because of that and that is why we welcome 
reYenue sharing, general revenue .sharing, over some of the e other 
programs. 

~Ir. ~1ALEK. I think the problem that you point to is one that would 
be more germane to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
itself as opposed to something that w·ould be subject to re olution by 
the regional council. However, I do sympathize with the problem, and 
it is rxactly that kind of problem that we are trying to address in 
implifying our grant mechanisms. 

I also believe that the legislation the Congress has enacted, which 
empowers the L~w Enforcement Assistance Administration to provide 
grant moneys on a formula ba is in really a kind of reYcnue sharing or 
blo<'k grant approach should not lead to the kind of difficulties that 
you haYe alluded to. 

It ' O lld seem to me that we could look for impro,,ements ·with the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in that their moneys are 
going to be :flo,,ing more freely to the communities; and that this kind 
of bnreaucratjc problem that you refer to should tend to be reduced. 

Do you ,Yant to add to that'? 
1Ir.~ ZARB. Mr. Brown, anything that is structured in a way that 

co:-;ts us 2}~ times as much to do it one way versus another way, there 
hn: got to be something funda1nentally wrong . 

... Ir. BRow:--i- of Ohio. That "·as my reaction. It was his off-hand esti-
mate. I do not know whether it i right or not. But suffice it to s>ty that 
a a practical matter the community decided to use funds for some-
thing they could have gotten other vise simply to avoid that problem. 

~Ir. ZARB. The regional councils have attempted to invite local· 
elected officials to participate with their biweekly meetings to raise 
problems such as thi one. On the other hand, if that mechanism is not 
sufficient to raise to the . m-face this particular problem, which mu t 
have ·omething to <lo with the grunt mechanism, it seems to me it 
hould be brought to the attention of the LEAA officials here in 

W nshington who are re ' ponsible. 
Ir. BRow.· of Ohio. Let me ask 11r. Rosenheim, because I have-

kno,,ing that he wus going to pnrticipate in the progmm this morning, 
I have some kind word~ for his effort from one of the Members of 
Congress who serves in your areas, that i Mr. Abdnor-and Mr. 
Kellv. 

,vhrn these regional meetings occur, do they ever share the methods 
by which they can improve and enhance the dealing with local com-
munities? In other word , I know that the law i a con traint, and 
obviously the organization to which they belong at the top, whatever 



23 

that might be, whether it is Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, or HEW, or some branch of HEW, has certain rules, regulations, 
and paperwork that they have to go through, known otherwise as 
redtape. 

Is there any way in which you fellows get these functional people 
together at the local community while at the regional level to talk 
about how they can improve their relationship with the local com-
munity, so that that gets back up the line in their agency; and we can 
maybe some day get a common practice throughout the whole 
Federal Government, which hopefully is not the most complicated 
and confusin[ common process but rather the easiest and most con-
sistent and etncient common practice. 

:Y.rr. RosENHEil\I. My answer to that is absolutely. I consider this 
to be a vital function of the regional councils; and we do sit around 
and discuss matters of this kind, and we do attempt, through the 
regional councils, to improve the communication channels with State 
and local governments. 

:Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And between agencies? 
Mr. RosENHEIM. And between agencies, very definitely. 
Now, it is almost impossible these days for one agency to impact a 

community without having some effect on the programs of other 
agencies; and that is the real gut issue as far as I am concerned with 
regional councils. 

But it is true that when it comes to a policy matter of an individual 
agency we attempt not to intervene into any definite single agency's 
policy, because that goes right back up to their agency head. But we 
certainly do air it; and people do not hesitate to express their opinions 
about it. And the regional director, in most instances at least, because 
of this kind of a conversation and happening at a meeting, will escalate 
the problem if it is in LEAA right up to his boss in Washington. We 
have had examples of that, particularly with Indian reservations. So 
I am sure that is true. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, I might ask for a specific example from 
you, Mr. Kelly, for a specific comment. If not, I will come back to 
you and ask for that specific example. 

~fr. KELLY. Yes, my experience has been that the State and local 
people tried to get out · right where State and local people operate. 
As a matter of fact, the council which I represent today does have an 
invitation from one of the Governors in one of the States in our region, 
to have a member of the Federal regional council's staff attend all 
of his cabinet meetings and the Governor sends members of his im-
medi~te staff to the Federal regional council meeting on regular 
occasions. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is just one Governor? Why should he not 
try to sit in with all of them? 

~Mr. KELLY. It is a matter of proximity in this instance. All of the 
Governors can attend regional council meetings-we have extended 
invitations to all of the Governors. As a matter of fact, members of 
their cabinets and also members of their staffs when they are in Seattle 
do stop in and do attend regional council meetings. It is an open 
process. But in this instance it is Governor Evans of Washington 
where we are only 60 miles apart. The other capitals are as far away 
as 1,500 miles in the case of Juneau. 
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But we also take the Federal regional council principals-that i-.;,. 
the nine regional director~ and administrators-to travel to the State 
capitals, and we regularl_\T hold our meetings out. ide of the regional 
center cit_\T. We go to the State capitals, and in some instances we have 
gone to smaller towns throughout the region to hold our council meet-
ings and deal with subje<'ts which have been expressed by local people 
a subject, of concern, and that are also areas of responsibilit_\T for ll'-. 

In that way we sense the magnitude of the problem, the impact 
that the Federal Government does have on the Federal-local chain; 
and we can relay that information back up and down the chain, as it 
were, so that illustrations and examples can be put into the poli ·:t 
level. 

Bnt I know of no instance where Federal regional councils have 
instituted any program policy. As a matter of fact, procedures, I think, 
is a fair word to describe what Federal regional councils do-operating 
policies 01· operatino- procedures but certainly not policies in the :sense 
of organizational or program policies. 

::\fr. BROWN of Ohio. If the_\T find out another agenc>T is doing it 
differently and better, as far as the service to the local communit_\- i-.. 
concerned, do you encouragP. them to buck it back up the line in their 
own agency and say, hc>T, come on, why· docs not our agenc>T get rid 
of all that extra garbage and do the job somewhat more efficiently'? 

::\Ir. K11LLY. Yes, we do. As a matter of fact, where we detect a 
simplified proce s within one agency1 I think there is a great deal of 
that kind of intelligence transferred laterally among the Federal re-
gional council agencie and on up to the Under Secretaries group ·where 
it docs have, I think-there are examples where there has been, pro-
found impact on Federal policy as a result. 

The onn illm,tration that 1 would cite is our experience in coorclinnt-
ing grnntnmking nctivitie', where t.here is similar program contrnt 
scattered throughout the member agencies and that is our integrated 
grant pro~ess in which an a pplica.nt is not required to send in ream: 
of pnper and go through a tangle of red tape, but rather a simplified 
pro<'ess in which he submits to the Federal regional coun('il for 
orting out the various picc<·s of Federal grants for which he wants to 

match State nnd local moneys to implement a program at the State 
and local level. 

The burden then is on the Federal Government, the Federal em-
ployee, to sort out nnd do the brokering of the Federnl money, mt her 
than put the grantee through it, as has often been the complaint of 
grantees throughout the country. 

Mr. BRow. of Ohio. All right. 
Fi11al1~~-well, not quite finally, becnnse I want to make a ::;light 

peroration about a sngge. tion that I have for the Office of ::\Ianagement 
and Budget, ::\lr. ::\Ialek. 

But do you then have a polic~r from the top down which n~n in 
effect that they ought to be doing this? 

::\lr. AfALEK. Ye..,, sir. It is our policy to be as inrlu~ive a pos~ible 
in the regional council meetings nml for the councils to get out nnd 
meet with the various State governments, and to invite, of cour:.--c. 
the~e people to attend our sessions. 

::\..Ir. BROW, of Ohio. I do not mcnn that. I mean ,vhcn thev find out 
that somebod~T else in that recrionnl conncil, some other agei1cy in the 
Federal Government is doing it better and more efficiently, that that 
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ruboff, that exchange which both 11r. Rosenheim and 1Ir. Kelly 
indicate goes on informally anyway, that I think you ought to have a 
policy out of O~IB which says to those regional councils, if you can, 
share your experience on how you can do it better. And then each 
agency ought to buck it back up the line to its own agency to try to 
clean up the redtape they have got in their own agency. 

~fr. MALEK. Yes, sir. We very definitely have a policy of sharing 
improvements such as that. 

~Ir. BROWN of Ohio. Can you give me a copy of it in some written 
form? 

~Ir. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
1Ir. BROWN of Ohio. Would you do that, please, for the record? 
~Ir. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent that it be 

inserted at this point in the record. 
~Ir. FouNTAIN. Without objection, so ordered. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
It iR the policy of the Fednal Regional Council system that improvements in 

dc,iling with States and localities be shn.red among Councils, among agencies in 
the field, and among headquarters participants. Both Executive Order 11731 and 
the FRC Systems Guidelines for FY 1974 spell out the roles of Councils, members, 
and the Under~ Secretaries Group for Regional Operations (USG). 

To a. sure implementation of this and other policies the USG and 0MB have 
e"'t,iblished some administrative procedures to facilitate these intergovernmental 
improvements. Foremost among these is establishment of an Under Secretaries 
Working Group (USWG) which is composed of high ranking representatives of 
each of the FRC agencies and a representative of GSA. The USWG, chaired by 
0MB, provides staff support to the USG. 

Any improvement in dealing with the interagency or intergovernmental struc-
ture which is suggested by an FRC or individual agency is referred to the USWG 
for ana1:vsis and evaluation. The lTSWG is responsible for assuring that significant 
comments from FRC's and elsewhere are forwarded to the USG after appropriate 
analysis. The FRC Systems Guidelines for FY 1974 specifically charges the USWG 
with the responsibility for serving as a forum for information exchange among the 
agcncie. at the Washington level. USvVG representative- also serve as a focal 
point for USG and FRC related activities in their respective agencies. The USWG 
has profeRsionnl staff resources to facilitn.te further this policy intent. 

The primary means of interagency exchange within the FRC syRtem is in the 
ordinary course of business. Information exchange is a key aspect of the system 
built around "communication events," Ruch as USG meetings, FRC meetings, 
L8G meetings with FRC Chairmen, USWG meetings, di::;cussion among 0MB 
field representatives and between the field repre:-entatives and other 0MB staff, 
Chairmen's letters to DSG and 0MB, Staff Directo1s' interchanges at FRC 
Chairmen's meetings, and by telephone and correspondence, etc. 

Within 0MB we have eRtablished a Secretariat Branch within the Field Ac-
ti\'itie:-, Divi:-;ion. One of the responRibilitics cf this branch is to . ystematically 
work on projectR and procedures to as:-;ure mutual assistance among FllC's and 
·wnshington program participants. Among the specific taskR this Branch is ac-
complishing is estabfo,hment of a system to assist in information exchange among 
FRC's and between FRC's n.nd Washington. 

\Ye are continually trying to assure adequate implementation of our policy, and 
we will continue to pursue our efforts to improve the effectivene:-;s of the US W G and 
the 0:\IB Secretariat Branch through improving information flow to both groups. 

~Ir. BROWN of Ohio. Finally, I . uggestecl years ago-and I do not 
remember hm,· many years ago-but "·hen Go,·ernor Boe was invofred 
with thi. particular problem, that with all the Yast computer facilities 
in the Federal Go,·ernment there ought to be some place called 
Dial-A-Prayer, I suppose, where an existing program's status could be 
dC'tC'rmined by a single phone call. 

X o"·, the trouble is that most local communities, "·hen they get 
into this business-and I haYe ha<l this experience in my district, and 
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I recently, as recently as last night, have been involved with a group 
of my constituents who do not want anything to do with the Federal 
Government. And the reason they do not is because they think it is a 
shylock outfit; that it is inefficient; that it wastes the taxpayers' 
moneys; and that they would be better off without it. And they have 
learned this from bitter experience, incidentally, on some programs 
that just simply exhausted local funds as we tried to get Federal help 
to do a job. 

And some years ago in this community they voted by initiative 
petition to withdraw the right of eminent domain from local officials 
to keep them out of HUD programs. Now, that is how serious it got. 
They rescinded this a couple of years ago, but they still have the same 
feeling about HUD. It is a dirty word, or rather a dirty-whatever that 
is-acronym-in our community. 

But the reason that they got that frustrated was because HUD did 
not know, and so my local community could not find out, and the re-
gional people with whom they dealt could not find out what the status 
was of the rules, regulations, things that appear in the Federal Register 
about the guidelines for programs. There is no way that anybody 
could be brought up to date or no place where it was satisfactorily 
put together in a simple form. That is first. 

The second thing is they could not find out what the status of the 
program was with regard to its legality as it went through the Con-
gress and the Congress authorized the funds. 

And then the third thing they could not find out was if they kne-w 
what the guidelines were and they knew what had been authorized, 
they did not know whether there was any money available for them or 
not, because they could not find out what the status of the appro-
priation was, and the expenditure of that appropriation, how much of 
it was left. 

Now, is there not something that you all could do-and this is a 
peroration. I would not ask for a response unless you have got one; 
but I would be glad to have you submit some status report on it. 

Is there not something, with all of the computers that you have 
paid for and made Tom Watson a very rich man and IBM stock-
holders also rich, that we could do to get answers like that in short 
order and keep it up to date. There has got to be some way that can 
be done. You know, if we could apply a little time to that, I am sure 
we could resolve that problem, could we not? 

Mr. HALEK. Sir, let me respond to that even though you do not 
characterize it as a question. I think to a certain degree your con-
stituents have a point. There is an awful lot of waste in the Federal 
Government and a lot of waste--

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think the degree that I mentioned is pretty 
extreme-to pass a law to lift the right of eminent domain from local 
officials. 

Mr. MALEK. I think it is extreme, too; and I think it is indicative 
of a general problem that exists, that we are not doing as good a job 
as should be done. And that is the very thing we are trying to address 
for the various programs that we are discussing today. 

Also, we are trying to address it through, as you pointed out 
earlier, a conversion of many of our programs to a revenue sharing 
approach that does away entirely with the redtape and provides 
money to the State and local communities to use as they see fit. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am all for that. 
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Mr. MALEK. To get into the specific question that you raised 
regarding providing information to the State and local governments 
as to the status of various programs and the fundings of those, we 
are beginning to come to grips with this problem. We have in existence 
at this time in two regions an experimental program, a pilot program, 
called the regional management information system program, where 
we attempt to provide this kind of information. 

If it would be of interest to you, I would ask Mr. Puritano to 
amplify somewhat on this program and how it works, and the kind 
of information it can provide. 

Mr. PuRITANo. Just 2 or 3 minutes, sir, if I may. 
We are attempting to pilot test in the Boston and Dallas councils 

a grant tracking system to answer just the sorts of questions that 
you raise-how a local and State official can find out what Federal 
assistance is coming into his area and where a specific grant applica-
tion is at any one moment. We are piloting it in Dallas and in Boston 
using two different systems, testing them. In 6 months we will evaluate 
the tests and hopefully we will have good enough results to expand 
the system to all 10 regional councils. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I said I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, 
but you are giving me an answer which is not quite what I suggested; 
and that is, that this is a program in response to Federal legislation 
that we passed here 2 or 3 years ago which says that the Governor 
ought to know what the heck is coming into his State in the way of 
Federal grant programs. And I am all for that. And, you know, it 
is only about 4 years late. 

But the other thing is so that one of my communities that cannot 
afford too many efforts in this regard before they fall exhausted of 
their own enthusiasm and local resources, can find out whether there 
is something there in the great beyond for them. 

Mr. PuRITANO. The Chicago Regional Council has been trying to 
set up a hotline system to do just that-letting State and local officials 
know that there is one phone number where they can call to begin 
tracing the status of any particular grant. The Chicago Council is 
attempting to establish a clearinghouse to find out where their grant 
is-tracking it either to Washington or to the appropriate agency. 
This is experimental, but if it works they hope to pass the i<lea around. 

Another aspect· of the regional information system that we are at-
tempting to design is the budgetary information system to get to the 
point that you just raised about appropriations. This year, we are 
using the Federal regional councils to help explain the President's 
1975 budget to State and local officials. 

We are asking the major Federal agencies, through this budgetary 
information system, to break out their grants on a State-by-State basis 
within 30 days after the budget is submitted to Congress. With 
this system, a Federal regional official can work better with a State 
or local government and inform them soon after the Federal budget 
comes out what is in it that is of interest in his area. 

Mr. MALEK. I do not think ,rn mean to imply by this, l\Ir. Brown, 
that we have the problem licked. We have a lot of work yet to do. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But, you see, we still have not addressed that 
final point of the marriage; and that is, where my local community 
finds out that, aha, there is a program to resolve their need, aud 
where they can call up some place and say is that program still in effect? 
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I. the authorization through the Congress? Has the money been 
appropriated? Has it all been spent? Hns it been impounded? Whnt is 
our chance of getting anything if we put an application in? And can 
you give us some idea, of how many years it would take u for our 
application to be processed and get the money back? 

That i what I "·anted to know. 
~Ir. KELLY. Yes, sir. If I may, Mr. Brown, I think that we at the 

Federal regional council leYel are very, very sensitive to the kind of 
problem that the State and local governmental people have in trying 
to find out just such information; because we live with it clay in and 
day out. And I think the an wer lies somewhere in the general plethora 
of Federal grant-in-aid programs, the categorical programs. 

Literally, the Federal regional council has to deal "ith about 500 
or so different grant-in-aid programs, many of which are decentralized, 
many of which are partially decentralized, and some of which are 
totally centralized. And there is a great welter of, a you know, pro-
cedure and processe that surround each one of these statutes. 

Quite often we, as Federal officials at the regional level, are as be-
deviled as the local official in finding out what is happening throughout 
the vast bureaucrac;v. But the Federal regional council at least gives 
us an opportunity to coordinate our collective wisdom and di pel a 
lot of that confusion. 

I would daresay that if we get into larger block granting or a 
revenue sharing mode, these problems will be greatly simplified as 
well as reducing the number of these grant-in-aid programs that we all 
have to deal with and be knowledgeable about. 

But there really is no excuse in the instance where a program is 
decentralized to the regional level that a regional official cannot give 
you a quick an 'wer about where things are and how long it is going 
to take to get the mone:v on the stump. 

:\Ir. BROWN of Ohio. Thank you, :Ylr. Chairman. 
:\1r. FouNTAIN. Thank you, Mr. Brown. 
Would it be safe to say that berause the Government is so big and 

has so man:v programs and tatutory policie -with each agency· 
having its own policies and programs which do not always jibe with 
other agencie -that it is ver>· difficult to give communities quick 
answers to many of their questions? 

~Ir. KELLY. Yes, sir. If I may make one more comment from per-
sonal experience. I have worked in the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare for 15 years. Before that I worked 7 years in a 
State government dealing with HEW-related programs, and I have 
worked throughout the bureaucracy of HEW; and I know most of 
the people there, and I have had experience with man)· of the pro-
grams. As regional director I have had day-to-da)· experience with it, 
but I would not presume to suggest to an)·one that I have any firm 
gra p on a great number of the HEW programs. The_\· are complex 
and diverse, and they change with such frightening rapidit)·, along 
with their funding levels and the variou: implication of the progra ns. 
I really, sincerely believe that it is beyond any one individual's ken to 
comprehend fully the profound nature of many of these programs. 

So the heer number is one problem, as _\' Oll suggest. 
:\.Ir. FouNTAIN. I share the concern and the frustration expressed 

b_\- ~Ir. Brown, and it certainly seems to me we ought to find som way 
to improve the ·ituation. lf local people who have a particular problem 
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present a factual situation-this is not exactly what 1Ir. Brown had 
in mind, but is related to it-saying "we do not have the resources to 
solve the problem, but want to know what programs are in existence 
that would be helpful to us and for which we might qualify," someone 
ought to be able to provide that information. 

We spend days contacting all of the agencies to track down infor-
mation that we can relay to our constituents. There ought to be some 
way they can make contact directly. Maybe we need to put all the 
information in a computer of some kind and let the computer give 
them the answers, and then check behind the computer to be sure the 
answers are correct. That may be one way of doing it, though I have 
my doubts that the capability presently exists. 

But it would be helpful to local communities which do not have the 
talent and which do not have an office in Washington with a paid 
lobbyist to protect their interests. 

Mr. ZARB. Mr. Chairman, just to comment on that and to add to 
the answer to Mr. Brown. We really begin to get to the essence of where 
the Federal regional council can begin to edge in and make some 
progress. In my visits to the councils I always spend time with local 
elected officials where we can get them together and discuss these kinds 
of problems. And one of the methods that has been used quite success-
fully is for local officials (a) to send their representatives to regional 
council meetings, to which they are welcome-and some of them do it 
on a frequent basis; and (b) to arrange ahead of time for an item to be 
placed on the Federal regional council agenda. 

When the elected official or his representative appears, he then can 
lay out the programs and needs of that community. And each of the 
agency heads that sit around that table can begin to address them-
selves not only individually but collectively as a Federal family to 
solving those problems. And if they do not have the answers, then 
they can go after them. 

And that, it seems to me, is one of the real roles of the council 
mechanism. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I know the Office of Economic Opportunity, and 
more recently 0MB has done this same thing, once compiled a thick 
catalog of all Federal assistance programs. There were not enough of 
them to go around and they were expensive. I sent copies to the larger 
municipalities and counties where I felt they would have the talent 
to study and use them. But, it disturbed me to think that these people 
had access to this information, and the smaller communities did not. 
Yet, the smaller communities probably would not have had staff 
available to go through and analyze the catalog to find out just what 
was available. 

But I think we need to make this kind of information more readily 
available to all communities-although there may be times when we 
cannot help, primarily because not enough money is available to help 
everyone. 

Perhaps these are problems we can solve in our efforts to better 
understand the "Kew Federalism" and the changes which are being 
suggested. 

Do you have any plans to give the councils specific program oper-
ating functions or their own budgets? 

Mr. MALEK. No, sir, not at this time. We do not feel that the 
councils should operate as an extra layer of government. We feel 

33-159-74-3 
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rather they should operate as a coordinating mechanism to bring together the programs of their individual agencies. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I am interested in your answer because some of our experience in hearings in the field of intergovernmental relations in-dicates that many, many people are very skeptical about more and more layers of government. We have a lot of people who are very emotional about metropolitan area governments in large urban aren::;. They think it is going to be another level of government which is going to be a dictator and tell them how to run their local affair . So I think this is a sensitive area where we have to proceed very cau-tiously. 
Mr. MALEK. Ye , sir. And we think that concern is justified, nnd we very much agree that we should avoid the establishment of an extra layer of government. That would be really counter to what we are really trying to achieve here, which is implification and stream-lining. And therefore, we feel the council should be just that; a council that comes together to coordinate their individual programs and discuss common problems and how they can do a better job, but not an extra layer. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I also asked because some of the activities of the councils appear to involve large expenditures. In your testimony, for example, you mentioned that councils are involved in developing regional management information ystems, and I understand that two of the councils, Boston and Dallas, have major efforts underway in this regard. 
Could you tell us how much money has been authorized to date for these projects? 
Mr. MALEK. I will ask Mr. Puritano to give you the details on that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. PuRITANO. I do not have the details right in front of me. We will provide it for the record. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I have information indicating approximately $600,000 at this time. 
Mr. PumTANO. It ounds about right, sir. The total is broken out by individual agency on a pro rata basis that the agencies agree to themselves in a series of meetings on the subject. 
Each of the participating agencies agreed to pay their share of the cost based on the value of the system to their own agencies. The cost for the first 6 months of this year, I believe, were paid by each of six agencies equally. At the last meeting we had with the agencies, they decided to prorate it starting in January 1974 based on the num-ber of programs they have in the sy tern. So, for instance, HEW with about 60 percent of the programs covered might pay 60 percent of the costs. A smaller agency like the Department of Labor with a smaller number of programs included would pay a le er amount. 
Each agency agreed because the program information is valuable to regional directors in carrying out their agency re ponsibilities. There is not a separate regional council budget. The co ts are paid out of the agencie own appropriations. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. You anticipated my next que tion in your re pon e as to where the money comes from, ince the councils do not have a budget. If you have any additional information in re pon e to the previous question about the Boston and Dallas efforts, you may pro-vide it for the record. 
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Mr. PuRITANO. We have quite a bit, and we will provide it for the record. 
[The information ref erred to follows:] 

REGIS DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATIONS COSTS 

First half 
Federal costs Fiscal {

9
e;{_ Fiscal UI{ fiscal fii4 

Systems development: 1. REGIS on White House Computer Center___ __ ___________ _ 78, 000 99, 000 ___________ _ 2. REGIS on INFONET ___________ ___ __ ______________________________ 5,000 130, 600 3. GSA_ ____ __________________ _________________________________________________ 33, 759 
TotaL__ ______ ____ _______________________________ __ 78, 000 104, 000 164, 359 

Systems operations costs: 
1. Personnel and overhead: 

Grand tota l 
through 

fi rst half 
fiscal year 

1974 

177, 000 
135, 600 
33, 759 

346, 359 

Boston_ _____ __ ______________________________ ________________ 65, 000 38, 539 103, 539 Dallas________ __ ____ __________________________ _______________ 64, 212 31 , 863 96 , 075 GSA/I NFON ET __ ______ ----------- ---- -- -------- ------ -- ---- -- -- -- -- --------- - -- --- - --------- ---- -
TotaL_____ __ _____________ __ __ _ _ _ _ ____ __ __ __ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ 129, 212 

2. Computer processing costs: Boston_ _____________________________________ ______ __ ________ 9, 919 Dallas________ ______ __________ __ __________ _________ __ ________ 8, 874 OM 8__ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ ___ _ _ ______ _ __ _______ _ _ _ _____ __ ___ _ ___ __ _ 1 32, 579 
GSA/I NFON ET __ _______ ----------- --- ---- --- ---- ------- ------ - ----- -- -- -

TotaL __________________ __________ ________________________ _ 51 , 372 
3. Terminal rental: 

70, 402 

9, 041 
8, 389 

I 24, 259 
50, 300 

91 , 989 

Boston_ _ ____ __ _____ __ _ _ _ _ ___ __ _ _ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ _ _ _ _ ___ __ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ __ 1, 654 Dallas___________________ _ _ ____ _ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ ____ _ __ ___ _ __ _ _ __ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ 2, 540 
OMB ___ ---------------------------------------------------- 4, 728 ___________ _ 

199, 614 

18, 960 
17, 263 
56, 838 
50, 300 

143, 361 

1, 654 
2, 540 
4, 728 

Total __ ___ __________ __ ___ _____ ___ ___ _____ ____ _____________ _ 4, 728 4, 194 8, 922 
Total operations costs_ ___ __ ____ ___ _____ ______ __ ___________________ 185, 312 166, 585 351, 897 ============== Total systems costs _____ ___ _______ _________ _______ ___ _ 78, 000 289, 312 330, 944 698, 256 

1 During the last 2 months of fiscal year 1973 and first 2 months of fiscal year 1974, the computer processing costs were primarily charged against 0MB for convenience. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Is the use of these funds for such projects known to and approved by the appropriate congressional committees? 
Mr. PuRITANO. I assume they are through normal establi::,hed procedures. 
Mr. MALEK. I assume, Mr. Chairman, that during the appropria-tions process that the use of the funds is known to the appropriate appropriations subcommittees. They come out of the regular agency appropriations, and I assume the appropriations committees are knowl-edgeable about them. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Are they line items in the appropriations act ? Mr. MALEK. I doubt that they are, Mr. Chairman, the amounts by agency are probably too small. I think that they probably come out of a broader category in a line item of management information systems or something of that sort. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. We understand that some of the councils have pro-posed to undertake projects which would require the expenditure of substantial sums of money. We understand, for example, that the Chicago Council recently proposed one project that would have re-quired approximately $600,000. 
Now, if this is the direction in which you are planning to move, what is your opinion as to whether or not you need specific congre~:,ional authorization and appropriations for these purposes? 
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At what point do you believe this becomes nece. snry? 
Mr. MALEK. Mr. Chairman, I am not familiar with the example that 

you refer to. I do not know whether any of my colleagues are. How-
ever, in general the councils will not be developing program. of their 
own, What they really will be doing is working with a State agency or 
with a local agency, coming together and perhaps developing a joint 
approach to a major problem. 

So tlrnt if a problem requires funding from Labor and HEW and 
from the Small Business Administration or any combination of 
agencies, they can help put the program together and de]iYer it, 
thereby cutting the redtape and meeting the requirement of the 
local government more precisely. 

But they themselves are not out there developing what we would 
call council projects. They are trying to put together related grant 
programs in a way that better serves the State and local governments. 
So there is no new expenditure of fund im ... olved. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Dr. Bombardier, I wonder if you would identify the 
project? 

Dr. Bo:.\IBARDIER. Reference is made to it in the "Management by 
Objectives" statements that you received from each of your indi\·idual 
regional councils. The one for Chicago indicates a project, I believe, 
for Spanish-speaking people, that would require $600,000 in additional 
re ources to begin. We have the document. You made it available to 
us. 

The real question is-we understand that the money is being kicked 
in by the individual agencies- but at what point-I mean, when they 
tart kicking in $600,000 of $1 million-at what point do you ·feel 

that you have to go to the congressional committees for authorizations 
and appropriations? 

11r. ).IALEK. Let me address that. I think certain}~· if we were talking 
about a program that goes outside of the individual programs that 
have already been authorized by the Congress, we wonlcl have to come 
to the Congress; but that I do not think is what they are doing. 

I uncler~tand your identification of the problem, but I still do not 
know the specifics. However, I imagine what is happening there is the 
same as that which happens in many of our regions. A particular 
problem is identified that cannot be approached by any single cate-
gorical program or any group of categorical programs of a single 
agency; and thereby the council will get together and identif~· how 
to meet the needs of that program requiring the commitment, of funds 
from a group of programs from several different agencies. And the)~ 
wi.11 then ·work together to insure that instead of having six different 
projects impacting, they work together so that they really have a 
singular approach to that probl~m. Bnt all of the money is coming 
out of programs that are authorized and appropriated for this specific 
purpose to which they are being used. There are no extra regional 
council funds for projects in the amounts you arc talking about. 

1Ir. FouNTAIN. Some of our members are shuttling back and forth 
between committees, and I want to give them a chance to question 
the witnesses. It is not too easy because my mental computer cannot 
remember all of the questions which have been asked, and I find it 
rather difficult to avoid unneces. ary duplication. But I want to 
cooperate as much as I can. 



33 

I know Mr. Buchanan has to go back to another meeting, so I am 
going to yield to him at this point. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate so much 
your courtesy in this matter. 

Mr. 1.falek, as someone who served on the President's Task Force 
for Revenue Sharing and as an enthusiastic proponent of the "New 
.Federalism," I want to preface my questions with the fact that I think 
the basic thrust of this policy is clearly in the right direction. 

I do, however, have. a few questions concerning it. One of the defects 
that has been pointed out in the whole revenue sharing concept is 
that it tends to separate the revenue-raising functions from the appro-
priations function and that we in the Congress are the bad guys who 
tax away the money. And we pass it along to the local officials who are 
the good guys, who pass out the money. And I have not found the 
local officials to be particularly generous in sharing credit for the money 
they dispense with anybody in the Congress, nor particularly willing 
to assume responsibility for the taxes we have to assess, or the debts 
we have to accumulate in order to raise some money that they .migh 
dispense the benefits. 

Now, we are suffering in the Congress, in all candor, the political 
penalties of that kind of an arrangement, to some extent. Similarly, 
the removal to a lower level of a good bit of the decisionmaking proces 
in the creation of standard Federal regions has tended to weaken the 
ability of an individual member to exercise any influence upon or make 
meaningful inputs to the executive branch. 

I cannot testify for other 11embers of Congress, but ~Iernbers of 
Congress in our time have an ombudsman function that is rnther 
basic. ~Iy people look to me-I do not care what part of the bureauc-
racy or even what level of government may be involved in their 
vroblem. If they have a problem with government at any lcvel-
c1ty, State, county, or any aspect of the Federal Government-they 
look to me to help. 

Now, I have found the regional level to be the least responsive. And 
to me, as an ombudsman-if that is a proper term-for my people, if 
I call someone in Washington, that person understands my function 
and the function of the Congress, and I get pretty good response. If I 
call one of my constituents who is in the Federal Establishment a,nd 
ask his help, he is responsive, but the relationship at the rcgionnl level 
is one step removed from any individual Member of Congre:--s who 
does not live in the State in which that regional office is located. And 
I find this the least responsive area of the Government. 

So would you be good enough to comment on this situation? 
1Ir. MALEK. I think you rai ed a very good point. The responsive-

ness of the regional personnel to the Congress is something thn t ha 
been a bit of a concern to us also. We do, however, feel that the 
formation of the councils provides a central point where a :Member of 
Congress can get better information more rapidly. 

And in fact, one of the things that we have talked to our council 
about is to begin to develop some kind of working relationship with the 
Members of Congress in their regions so that they can have this kind 
of a dialog; they can be responsive to information needs. 

It might be useful to a k our regional council chairmen, Ur. Rosen-
heim and Mr. Kelly, to comment on their experiences in this regard. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Very good. 
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:\fr. RosENHEIM. It is a subject very close to my heart, because I 
feel that my experience has been that when you talk about elected 
·officials, you talk about all elected officials. And any person who has 
to run for office, particularly a Congressman who has to run every 2 
:years, has got to be sensitive about this type of thing. 

I quote what my answer was to a question from an evaluation 
team-I personally feel that the greatest gap yet to be closed is in the 
area of congressional relations. But I also feel that this must be closed 
before the concept of FRO can meet its highest destiny. 

It is a matter of time really. We are trying to establish communica-
tions. We really have not had all that much time to get the job done. 
I admit we probably spent much more emphasis trying to get a com-
munications channel set up with State and local officials; and we 
naturally have our own personal channels of trying to keep in contact 
with our own Department heads in Washington. We just have not 
quite yet covered this area, but I am sure it is coming. It has got to 
come. And as far as I am concerned, we are trying very hard in this 
area. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Well, that is certainly welcome news and I commend 
your attitude and your concern in this matter. I could hope that that 
would be made a matter of some priority; at least to Members of the 
Congress it would tend to be a matter of some importance. 

Mr. KELLY. If I may cite again a prospective experience. In the 
Seattle Regional Council, we are planning on an experimental basis 
to meet with several members of the congressional delegation from one 
of our States along with their staffs and give them a presentation of 
the total Federal-State picture, in a district that we are going to select 
from among two where Congressmen are interested; and try in an 
experimental way to make sure that we both understand what their 
intentions are and what our operations are with respect to Federal, 
State, and local relationships. 

And I would agree with Mr. Rosenheim and others who have spoken 
on this that we have a vast area for improvement there. But I think 
you could probably sense-if you take a reading now-a greater 
awareness and sensitivity on the part of the regional officials to your 
needs. I think it is improving, and I think it will improve even more 
as we address the problems that Mr. Rosenheim mentioned and the 
one that you illustrated. 

Mr. BucHANAN. That is good to hear. I may say I understand part 
of the problem is getting set up, and another part of the problem is 
the workload involved. Even at the regional level, the Federal Govern-
ment is a rather large outfit; and we do still have such a multiplicity 
of agencies and programs. I understand one problem is the problem 
of workload and, of course, this is a problem to individual people as 
well as to :Members of Congress. 

In this connection, many of us were hoping when these standard 
Federal regions were set up that there might be some division, further 
division, of responsibility beyond the JO regions in order to lessen 
the workload-that there might be a larger number of somewhat 
smaller regions established. It varies from agency to agency, of course, 
but it would appear to many of us, for example in the Atlanta region, 
that that region has a rather heavy workload, and perhaps in some 
areas disproportionate to some other regions. 
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I wonder if you would addres. yourself to thi problem. And is there 
any possibility of any further di \'-ision? 

:\Ir. MALEK. Well, I think there is a po ibility for furthering this 
concept and increasing the coordination. We have experimented and 
have, I believe, in place in several regions what we call State teams 
whereby individuals from each agency on the council make regular 
visits to work with and coordinate with the particular State govern-
ment involved. 

This has been reasonably successful, and it is something that we 
really, I think, should con ider the pos ibilities for furthering and 
making a regular practice. 

Let me again turn to our regional council chairmen. I think :Mr. 
Kelly has had some experience in doing exactly this kind of thing; 
and he might be able to comment. 

~Ir. KELLY. Yes, sir. We have used the Intergovernmental Personnel 
Act on several occasions to make available to State and local govern-
mental officials the placement of a Federal employee in their office 
to serve as liaison, to serve as a conduit; and it has been quite success-
ful. As a matter of fact, at the request of one of the Governors in my 
region, we were able to find omebody from the Treasury Depart-
ment-which incidentally is not a member of the Federal regional 
council-but, through the O~fB process, we were able to identify an 
expert in that subject matter area, that i , budget formulation in the 

tate of Idaho. We arranged for a .. ignment of this gentleman from 
Treasury to the Governor's office to help formulate the budget process 
in the tate of Idaho where they, by their own admission, had diffi.-
cultie . We brought an expert in, made him available, and kept him 
there for 2 years at, I think, great benefit to the State and to us, too. 

~lr. BucHANAN. Well, that certainly is-yes, sir. 
~fr. RosENHEIM. I was just going to say this is a hot subject right 

now, at least in our council, because the Department of Agriculture, 
for example, has embarked on a program of setting up centers-like 
a one- top shopping center, you might say-trying to get just their 
different subdepartments in the Department of Agriculture all located 
at one place. The people do not have to travel all over from one place 
to another to get their services. 

We are trying now with HEW and HUD and the Department of 
Agriculture to set up one-stop centers within various State areas, 
rn~lybe three or four within a tate or perhaps more. 

~Ir. BucHANAN. You mean permanent entities? 
Mr. RosENHEIM. Right. Permanent entities where a person could 

go in and get social security information, food stamp information, all 
of these different services, particularly in the ocioeconomic area. 
We are trying to put together HUD housing information and the 
Labor Department-we are working to try to get them with their 
employment-type facilitie . We are tarting in South Dakota-hoping 
to et up some pilot experiments of one-stop shopping centers for 
Federal services. 

Ir. BucHAXAN. That sounds excellent . 
.J.. Tow let me go around one more time in this area. HUD, for example, 

did . et up area office below the regional office and I have found that 
to be a very re ponsive office, for example, in my own State. 
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I there any possibility of any further division of regions into more 
region to cut down on the workload within a region or un expansion 
of the area office concept in the hopper at all? 

Mr. MALEK. Mr. Buchanan, I would not want to say that there i: 
no possibility. However, we do not envision expanding beyond the 10 
regions: When you look at all of the programs being coordinated, some 
of them do not lend themselve ~ to thi.' kind of breakdown. 

I think, though, if you look at this on a program-by-program basis, 
there might be opportunities for further subdivisions ·which would 
make better service available to the State and local governments. 

Let me also add in reflecting upon my response to your question and 
the response of my colleagues, I hope we arc not leading to thr in-
ference that we have ull of this under control nnd we know nll of the 
answers and arc pursuing them, nnd cvrrything is going to be ju:-,t 
dand)'. That is not the case. I think there i'.'-, a lot of learning thnt yet 
hns to go on to better work with und servP the State and local govern-
ments. And it is a subject of continuous dcbn1 c within the O:\iil nnd 
among the agencies. And we ,rnuld also be interested in any fmther 
view-, that vou and other members of the subcommittPe would hnYc 
as to things· that we cnn do to improve oursplves in thi:-i nrea. 

l\Ir. BucHANAN. Thank you. Thunk you so much, l\fr. Chnirmnn. 
l\fr. FouN'rAIN. l\1r. Fuqua nlso has to attend another meeting 

within the next few minutes, so I will yield to him. 
l\fr. FUQUA. Thank you, ~fr. Chairman. 
I do ,vant to commend l\1r. :Malek and the regional cotmcil con-

cept. I think it is good. 
I do hnve a concern, and it is related to l\fr. Buchannn's <·ommc11ts. 

What happens in the case of un official of a town of approximately 
1,000 people in a region as diverse a~ the southe,1st region, hc:Hl-
quarterecl in Atlanta, who cannot travel to the regional office and ·it 
in on council meetings? 

It seems to me a<lvisable to tnke the council mcctiugs to where the 
people are. I have sponsored meetings in the pa. t where local, Stntc, 
and Federal offirinl · could r"view those nvuilnble programs which 
could be of service in dealing with specified program:.-,;. 

"\Vould it be appropriate for us to spon ·or something of this nn t urc 
and invite the council? 

1Ir. l\1ALEK. Ye. , sir. vV c think i hat, is an e. ·ccllent idea. The 
councils have met and do have a policy of meeting in other than their 
headquurters city from time to time; and we ,vould welcome any 
sponsorship of a particular location or n particular meeting. 

I think it is c.·trnordinurily important thnt we get the councils out, 
not just into the regions but out to some of these smaller towns where 
they cun learn firsthand what the problems of some of the ·e ~muller 
town are. 

l\Ir. FUQUA. The larger cities arc going to be taken care of; they 
nave the re. onrccs and access to terhnicul assistance. But the smnller 
communities do not have the engine rs, tlw legal e.·pertisc, or other 
e, sential services and are adver clv affected. 

l\Ir. MALEK. That is exactly right: nnd thi. is really one of the rea-
sons that prompted u to add the Department of Agriculture to the 
regional council . ystem. Their prime focu. i going to be rurnl de-
velopment, which will impact the every. mall town that you speak of. 
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Mr. FuQUA. I have talked with our agriculture council president 
in Florida. They are trying to get one-stop service for agriculture, which 
I applaud, and I think the people will appreciate that. 

Another major problem is duplication in application and granting 
authority. Once a community is certified as meeting the Federal 
standards for Federal funds, they must turn around and meet State 
standards since they are allocating the funds. We have had this prob-
lem particularly in water and sewage programs. In many communities 
you almost have to have a disaster before you can get assistance. One 
illustration is that of a small community on the Gulf that has a 
tremendous seafood industry, and particularly oysters. They are at 
the verge of polluting the bay and destroying their oyster industry. 
Once they have polluted the bay and killed the oysters, then, they 
will be eligible to get some funds; but, they cannot go in now to prevent 
it because the disaster has not occurred. This has caused many 
concerns. 

I think some of the regional people should be made aware of situa-
tions of this type so that adjustments can be made, so that we can 
prevent crises rather than having to clean up after the event has 
occurred. 

Mr. RosENHEIM. I would like to say just one thing. We are having a 
meeting in Washington of all of our regional council members with 
our congressional delegations in the last week of February; and this 
kind of question will get raised, I am sure, to specific people from 
specific Congressmen. 

I think it is a great opportunity to find out, you know, where we 
stand and what some of these problems are. 

In addition, we are meeting-our council is meeting in, I think it 
is April, on an Indian reservation at the invitation of an Indian reserva-
tion. We are having our council meeting there. 

Mr. FUQUA. I notice your headquarters are in Denver, and the region 
includes North Dakota. If the mayor of Zap, N. Dak., wants to come 
to Denver, it is quite an effort to come down; neither he nor the city has 
the resources to send him down. The meeting with all of the regional 
councils is good. Whenever the southeastern region comes up, I would 
Eke to know. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KELLY. Sir, we regularly, I think as a practice in regional coun-

cils, meet with municipal leagues where we can, to get together with 
all of the city managers, for instance, in a region or in a State. 

Mr. FuQUA. A lot of small cities do not have city managers. 
Mr. KELLY. Instances where there are meetings with public officials 

,rn pay quite a bit of attention, I think, to being there. We obYiously 
cannot get to all of them, but we try to get to them. 

Mr. FuQuA. I realize that. I appreciate your concern. I think it is 
very ,•rnrthy. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
~1r. FouNTAIN. 11r. Malek, in your testimony you note that you are 

experimenting with a full-time chairman in two regions. It is my 
understanding that you have relieved both of those chnirmen of their 
departmental responsibilities. 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. In the two regions, Chicago and Denver, the 
chairmen of the councils are performing their duties on pretty much a 
full-time basis. They are, of course, still employed as regional direc-
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tors of their agencies and maintain some minimal agency responsi-
bilities, but for the most part they have turned over to their deputies 
the day-to-day operations related to their departments. 

It is an experiment to determine whether the assignment on a full-
time basis makes a significant difference in the ability of the council 
to perform effectively. We are in a continuing process of evaluating 
this to determine whether it makes sense to extend it. 

Mr. Rosenheim, who is with us, is one of those full-time chairmen. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Then I take it that, for the moment, you do not have 

any plans to relieve the chairmen in all 10 regions of their depart-
mental responsibilities. However, is that the direction in which you 
anticipate moving? 

Mr. MALEK. We are really not sure yet, Mr. Chairman. We are still 
in the process of evaluation. We are encouraged by the results of 
having a full-time chairman, but we are not yet in a position of having 
finalized our evaluation and having decided the direction in which to 
move. Clearly, we ·will have to move in one direction or the other, 
either toward all full-time chairmen or toward no fu11-time chairmen. 
We hope that within the next 6 months we will be able to complete 
our evaluation on this. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. If they do serve, or are placed in a position where 
they are required to serve, as fuH-time chairmen, I take it that they 
will be relieved of their departmental responsibilities? 

Mr. MALEK. For the most part, that is correct, Mr. Chairman, to 
the extent that you can do that. There are some practical difficulties 
involved, and I think we have just got to recognize those. The chair-
man, even though his full-time responsibility is to run the council, 
still maintains some feeling for the agency from which he came and to 
which he will probably return; and therefore, it is unlikely that we will 
ever get a strict, 100 percent, or would want to have a strict, 100 per-
cent devotion of time to council activities. 

Mr. Rosenheim might want to comment on his experience as coun-
cil chairman and how much of his time is being devoted to chairman. 

Mr. RosENHEIM. Well, I was a part-time chairman for a short 
period of time, and I estimate that I am devoting more than double 
the amount of time I did as a part time-what I call a part time-
chairman. But my definition of a full-time chairman is one who re-
tains full authority for important decisionmaking in his own regional 
directorship, but is willing to delegate the day-to-day operation of the 
regional office to his subordinate. And, on a basis of a 60-hour work 
week, he devotes not less than 40 hours to the regional council .. 
activity, and that he is furnished the necessary staff support and that 
it is colocated so that neither his 40 hours nor the staff director's 
time will be wasted in attempting to assemble the staff for the neces ary 
workload. 

Now, that is my definition of a full-time chairman as it exists, or as 
I am trying to do it. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Well, if you should decide that it is advisable to go 
to full-time chairmen in all 10 region., and those chairmen are re-
lieved of their departmental responsibilities, at least the major ones, 
in what capacity will they be serving? 

Will they then be serving as an agent of the President, so the Pre i-
dent can have his input out in the field? In what capacity will they be 
serving? 
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Mr. MALEK. Well, Mr. Chairman, they will still be serving as the 
regional directors for their respective agencies, in addition to which 
they will be recognized as representatives of the President, as are the 
current council chairmen, even those that are not full time are recog-
nized as representatives of the President. And at the same time, they 
are representing their agencies as regional directors. They really fill a 
dual role in that respect, and I would imagine if we went to the full-
time chairmen, while we still have a lot of thinking to do about how 
it would actually be structured, I would imagine it would be very 
similar. You would simply be increasing the percentage of time the 
particular individual spends on council activities versus his regional 
activities for the agency. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. That would be asking a great deal of one man to 
serve as a full-time chairman and also to assume full responsibility 
for departmental operations, would it not? 

Mr. MALEK. Well, it would take a great deal of delegation to his 
deputy. He would really have to treat the deputy as a regional director 
for that particular agency, with the council chairman playing a very 
bl'oad kind of supervisory role over him, but in the main devoting his 
time to council activities. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Goldberg, do you have a question? 
Dr. GOLDBERG. Yes. Under the circumstances where a full-time 

regional chairman retains his responsibilities as his Department's 
agent in the field, is there not the basis here for a potential conflict of 
interest? 

I ask the question because it would appear that the chairman, 
in his role with the council, would be called upon to resolve inter .. 
agency conflicts. And while he might lean over backwards not ot 
favor his own department, that could be quite unfair to some of the 
programs for which he is nominally responsible in the field but 
where he has delegated authority to his subordinate. 

Mr. ZARB. There is no question, Dr. Goldberg, but what that 
potential exists, and this evaluation is designed to look at what the 
tradeo:ffs are. On the one hand, if we separate the regional council 
chairman completely from his agency, he loses whatever local 
credibility he may have as part of the Federal family operation. 
By the same token, he himself personally looks at this as a I-year, 
perhaps 2-year, assignment, and will have to be concerned fl. to 
what his future will be. 

On the other hand, we have the kinds of problems that you just 
described. I think our review should bring out the pulses and minuses, 
and that will help determine our direction. Whatever facts or ob-
servations you may have already made, I know you have looked at 
some of the philosophy and some of the programs thus far. We would 
sure benefit from your observations. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Bombardier, who has been studying this area 
for the subcommittee, has a followup question. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. Is it not true that if he is relieved, formally 
relieved, of his departmental responsibilities, that is, hiR responsi-
bilities to HUD, HEW, OEO, or whatever, then there is no legal 
justification for paying his salary, so that, in fact, in ordP,r to have 
full-time chairmen of these councils, you cannot relieve thP,m of their 
regional directorships, because they would have no legal status? 
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_That raises the larger question, really, of is that being honest and 
fair, because I think the whole line of the questioning here is that he 
cannot perform both of those responsibilities, and that it, is only a 
technicality that he is being retained as regional director of his 
agency in order to pay his salary . 
. Mr .. MALEK. I think you raise a good point, and I think you are 

nght m that there would be no legal justification for paying his 
salary if you completely divorce him from the agency, and, therefore, 
that is not an alternative that we would be able to pursue. 

I think we are really talking here about a matter of degree. Cur-
rently, when you look across at our 10 council chairmen, or let us 
take the eight that are not experimental full-time, I think you will find 
that they spend anywhere from 40 to 70 percent of their time on 
mmrnrcil activities. If you look at the full-time chairmen, the two 
experimental full-time chairmen, I do not think we are really talking 
about full-time in a precise manner. We are talking here about instead 
of 40 to 70 percent, maybe we are talking something on the order of 
60 to 80 or 90 percent of their time on council activities. So if we were 
to move in the direction of full-time chairmen, it would not be full-
time in the precise sense of the word. It would simply be making them 
responsible first and foremost for council activities and making it 
clear to them from their individual agencies that they are expected 
to devote a major portion of their time to council activities. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. Could I follow up, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes. 
Dr. BOMBARDIER. The point is this, that in the Under Secretaries 

group meeting for June 13, 1973, you are quoted as stating, "Mr. 
Malek also emphasized that the FRC chairmen would be evaluated 
this next year primarily on their FRC performance and secondarily 
on their agency responsibilities." 

Now, when the Congress appropriates the funds to pay the 
salaries of these men, do you think that the Appropriations Com-
mittee and its subcommittees have in mind that these men are going 
to be evaluated primarily for their service on a Federal regional 
council and only secondarily on their agency responsibilities? 

Mr. MALEK. W e11, I think if the overall effect is to make the pro-
grams for that region function more effectively and to get more out 
of the money that you are putting into a particular program by 
building a stronger council, I would think that the Appropriations 
Committees would be all for it. 

Dr. BmrnARDIER. Do you have any specific indication that that, 
in fact, has happened? 

Mr. MALEK. Well, as I said, we are in the process of evaluating 
right now the results of increasing the level of attention given by the 
chairman, and we really cannot say. I would say that indications are, 
while not completely concrete yet, that there is a difference, that we 
can deliver programs more effectively with stronger leadership from 
the council chairman. 

1Ir. FouNTAIN. It is the desire of the administration as has been 
stated, to create a Presidential presence in the field through these 
councils? 

Mr. MALEK. I think the desire is more to create a pre ence that is 
able to bring together the various agencies and resolve interagency 
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conflicts. To an extent, I would say that the desirability of a Presi-
dential presence per se is something that we really have not derided 
on, whether that is something we want to pursue. 

From certain respects, it would be a very good thing. It is helpful, 
for example, to have someone who can talk with authority to the 
local and State elected officials as a representative of the President. 
It is helpful to have someone who can serve as liaison with them. 

But the real mission of the council chairman is to help to bring the 
agencies together to deliver programs more effectively, and a second-
ary mission would be to represent the President or the executive branch 
of the Government, really, in dealing with the various State .and local 
officials. 

Mr. Four TAL . I asked that question because of a paper by Mr. 
William Kolberg, which was delivered at a Federal Executive Institute 
in January of 197:3. Mr. Kolberg, who was then, I understand, rather 
heavily involved with the councils at 0MB, had this to say in di~-
cussing council changes, and I quote: 

When fir t considered, this item-the Presidential designation of the 
chairm:m-caused more problems, more cries of anguish from the departments 
and agencies than did any other procedure. All agencies saw the measure for what 
it was-the insertion of the Presidency into the regional operations of the Federal 
Government. 

Would you care to comment on that? 
Mr. MALE1'. I am really not sure of the turmoil to which 1tf'r. Kol-

berg refers, but I could guess I could clarify that the main purpose 
here is not to necessarily have a Presidential presence, but some one 
person in the region who can ·speak for the executive branch and who 
can serve as a vehicle for drawing together other departments and re-
solving conflicts. I think at this point--

Mr. FouNTAIN. An overall Federal presence representing all of the 
agencies involved? 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. And I think at this point, certainly, a council 
chairman is not a Presidentialrepresentative in the full sense of the word, 
since there are so many agencies that are not covered by the regional 
council. What he really i is. a representative of the executive branch 
for those programs tha.t impact most on State and local governments. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I think some of us Hpeak interchangeably of the 
President and of the executive branch, and I detect at times some 
resentment in the executive branch of the man in the White House--

Mr. MALEK. I think there is another difference here. l think if we 
talked about a Presidential 1:: resence, we would be inferring a mo.re 
political orientation, which is not the orientation of the councils. '1': e 
councils are operational vehicles, and their purpose is to help opern.t~ 
Federal programs effectively. 1hey do not have a political ration 1le. 

~fr. FouNTAIN. The councils, as I understand it, receive their policy 
guidance from the under Secretaries group, which is not directly 
accessible to the Congress. 
. N.ow, I have been advised that_ the Under Secretaries grou_p, which 
1s often referred to a, the USG, 1s pretty much dominated by C)l\tfiE. 
Would that be a fair assessment? 

Mr. MALEK. Well, I do not think so, :rvrr. Chairman. When you 
take into account that one of the members of the unuer Secretaries 
group, Ur. Larlucci, the Lnder Secretary of ~W, used to chair the 
l!Ilder ~ecrctaries group, when } ou take into account that it is com-
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prised of mostly people like Mr. Hyde in HUD, who previously served 
as a mayor of a large city in California, that would be a pretty hard 
group to try to dominate, even if we wished. 

The operations of the Under Secretaries group has been more-the 
decisions are made more on a consensus basis than they are on any 
,other basis. We serve in 0MB as a vehicle for calling the group 
together. We try to provide staff support to the group. We try to 
insure that the deci ions of the Under Secretaries group are carried 
out. But I feel very strongly that it is important that this group 
remain a group of equals convened to develop consensus on the various 
issues involved, and that it not be dominated. 

As soon as-if any attempt was made by 0MB to dominate, as 
soon as we started to dominate, I think we would start to encounter 
resistance from the agencies, and that is exactly what we want to 
avoid. We want this to be very much of a cooperative effort between 
the agencies involved. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I am asking these questions because I believe we 
need to provoke thought on this matter and on the possible conflicts 
and concerns which may arise. 

As I understand it, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion and EPA were added to the councils, in spite of the fact that the 
majority of the USG did not really favor that action. I understand 
0MB wanted it. 

Now, we may not have gotten all of the facts, but if this information 
is accurate, would that not suggest that 0MB, in effect, runs the 
councils and the USG? 

Mr. MALEK. These two additions occurred before I arrived at 
O~1B, so I am not familiar with the deliberations that led up to it. 
I will ask Mr. Puritano if he is familiar with the deliberations and 
whether, in fact, that is the case. 

Mr. PuRITANO. The Under Secretaries group established a set of 
criteria in taking a look at interagency coordination in the field, and 
I think 0MB felt that the programs of those two agencies were of 
sufficient importance to State and local governments and to other 
Federal agencies so that they did fall under the criteria for coordination 
with the other agencies. 

O~1B did make a proposal to the Under Secretaries-I do not 
remember exactly the record on that discussion in the Under Secre-
taries group-but the Under Secretaries, all of them, did participate 
in the drafting of the Executive order that expanded the FRC's to 
include LEAA and EPA. The Executive order was forwarded to the 
President with comments from the various Under Secretaries including 
1·eyisions to the original draft per their requests. All of the issues were 
ironed out at the Under Secretaries level. 0MB did have a strong 
position on adding those agencies, in summary, but the other agencies 
did not raise a major fuss in this expansion . 

.1\lr. :\iALEK. I guess what we are saying is we cannot recall precisely 
wlrnt the vote was of the Under Secretaries group. But I will give you 
another example of how the Under Secretaries group can be effective. 

I came to the conclusion, personally, some months ago that we 
should move immediately to full-time chairmen, that we should 
not try experimentnl full-time chairmen, that we should move im-
mediately. My staff had done an analysis; I e~aluated it, and I thought 
it was the thing to do, so we raised this for,discussion in the Under 
Secretaries group. 
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The Under Secretaries raised a number of very cogent points 
that we had not thought about, and it became apparent from the 
discussion that the consensus was that we should not move toward 
full-time chairmen immediately, but rather do it on an experimental 
basis. So this is a case where the Under Secretaries group clearly 
overruled the inclinations of the 0MB on what we considered to be 
a major move. 

Mr. STEEL:\IAN. Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Steelman. 
Mr. STEELMAN. I was just going to suggest, we are coming up to 

11 :30, and I assume we plan to adjourn some time around noon. 
Could we come to some agreement on division of time? 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Well, 1 have tried to avoid a limitation of time, 
but we could proceed that way. I have tried to accommodate those 
who had to go to other committee meetings, although this is not the 
most orderly procedure. 

I have a few more questions in this area, and I will then yield to 
11r. Brown, and the other members present. 

Mr. STEELMAN. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. In this connection, I have been advised that the 

1972 Executive Order 11647, was developed by 0MB without con-
sultation or advice from the USG. As I understand it, when these 
plans became known, one Cabinet member-and I am basing this 
on what I _am told-went directly to the President and vigorously 
protested, although without much success, that this constituted a 
takeover move by 0MB. 

Would this suggest-if it is substantially true-that 0MB makes 
the important decisions, and if so, it seems to conflict with your 
testimony on page 7, where you have stated the agencies were 
consulted? 

Mr. MALEK. Here again, Mr. Chairman, this is an event that 
occurred before I arrived at 0MB, so I cannot recite from any per-
sonal memory what happened. I would be glad to find out the facts 
behind that and submit it to you for the record. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Would you do that and submit it fo the record? 
I think it would be helpful to you and also helpful to us. 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
Our records show that agency clearance on the proposed Executive Order was 

obtained (copy attached of memoranda to this effect). While individual agency 
questions were raised and discussed, our records indicate that questions were 
satisfactorily resolved and clearance was completed before forwarding the Execu-
tive Order for signature. It does not seem inappropriate that the agency of the 
DSG Chairman, charged by the President in March 1969 with implementation 
of several New Federalism initiatives, including Regional Councils, would provide 
the draft Executive Order for clearance. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C., January 28, 1972. 
::\IEMORANDUM TO THE UNDER SECRETARIES GROUP. 
tiubject: Executive Order on Federal Regional Councils. 

Attached is the Executive Order on Federal Regional Councils reflecting the 
changes proposed at our last meeting, the subsequent revisions to the Federal 
Regional Council functions proposed by Mr. Beggs, and some editvrial changes 
suggested by Office of Management and Budget's expert on Executive Orders . 

.Page 1 has editorial changes only. 
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Page 2 has added a brief historical paragraph and editorial changes. 
Page 3, Subsection le has been reworded to emphasize the Council chairman's 

responsibility to involve non-council agencies on matters of significant concern 
to them. 

Page 4, The wording for Functions 1, 2, 6, 7 and 8 have been changed to reflect 
decisions at our last meeting, and Mr. Beggs' subsequent comments. 

Page 5 has been changed to emphasize the Group chairman's responsibilities 
to involve non-Group members on matters of significant concern to them, and 
to emphasize Group responsibility for the functioning of the FRC system. 

I think these changes have met your concerns; therefore, I should like to send 
this to the Attorney General for clearance tomorrow. If you see any further need 
for discussion please let me know by COB today. 

FRANK C. CARLUCCI, 
Associate Director. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDRNT, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C., January 26, 1972. 
Subject: Agency Clearances of the Executive Order on Federal Regional Councils 

Mr. CHARLES F. SIMMS: On this date we satisfactorily compltted clearances on 
the subject Executive Order with the Under tiecretarics of the Departmenti' of 
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare, Housing and Urban Development, and 
Transportation, and the Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, the Deputy Administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity. 

WILLIAM H. KoLBJrnG, 
Assistant Director for Program Coordination. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I might say this information is documented in the 
Kolberg paper referred to previously, as well as an 0MB fact sheet 
issued at the time the Executive order was promulgated. These 
papers will be entered in the record. 

[The material referred to follows:] 

THE NEW FEDERALISM: REGIONAL COUNCILS AND PROGRAM COORDINATION 
EFFORTS, BY WILLIAM KOLBERG, AssISTANT Drn1~cTOR FOR PROGRAM Co-
ORDINATION, OFF1Cl~ OF l\lL\NAGEMENT AND BUDGJ~T 

Introduction 
There are three important substantive and issue areas concerning Federal 

Regional Councils (FRC's): the environment within which the Regional Council 
operates; the on-going and changing mechanics of the Council system; and ques-
tions about the activities of the Councils-how docs top Federal management 
feel about them? how do the Councils view their activities? and how can State and 
local governments actively assist the FRC's and the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB) in shaping a role for the Councils that will make them Yiable, 
operable, contributing parts of a cooperative i11tcrgovernmental system? Answers 
to these quesLions are important to tnc succes.~ of the Council system. Institutions 
do not arise full-hlown from the brow of Zeus; so when the administration talks 
about Phase II, Phase III, and U,'es other types of developmental phrases, they 
are serious in asking for positive suggestions. There is no hidden agenda. Because 
of the responsive nature of the FRC, no one knows precisely how they i:thould 
develop, what they will look like next year or the year after. Onl)r through i'erious 
cooperative effort can the Federal Regional Council develop into a responsive 
ins ti tu tion. 
The Problem 

Before discussing the e issue , tl::e e are sorre facts which should t e known to 
establish the major dimensions of the prob1em. In fiscal :) ear 1973, $43 billion 
will flow to States and local governments through 1,200 ~eparate fec.eral progr2.ms. 
If you stop to number them, the te a1e 61 }eC:eral cepartn ents, commis::,;ions, 
independent agencies, and councils enga~ed in grant administration. Approxi-
mately 550 of the 1,200 Feparate programs a1e main-li1 e grants-in-aid. This is 
an e 1ormous amount of money flowing through ~ep.trate, uncoordinated adminis-
tmtive channels. 
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The red tape ger.erated by this ty1:e of organization is l.eyond bel"ef. E\er)· one of the ,'5.~0 programH ha' been 01,erated b)' specialit.;tc;_ The programf; h:.ne-been tightl~, :-ipecialized and responsibilit)· for their adminiHtration has run from the top :-ipecialist in Washington right down to the specialist at the local or ~tHte leYel. Each group of functional specialists ha· it.· own procedures and it::s l wn methods of communication. In some res1Jects this is good, t ecam=e s1,ecialists me-required to operate complicated programs. However, you will find few of the ·e specialists who have any interest in other than their own programs. They are concerned fir ·t and foremost with their immediate program responsibilities, and secondly with some coordination of related programs within an agency. Ouhide of the agenc~·'s· re:-;ponsibilitics there i little or no interest in coordination. What has been wrong with this .·)·stem is that it ha-. complc•tely bypassed general purpose, mostl:r elected, officials at the 'tate and local government levels. Thrse officials arc under two handicaps in a system dominated by functional specialists: (1) they arc responsible to the citizens for the results of the grant-in-aid programs and must stand for election on the basis of these re:ults; and (2) when you bnntss the general purpose local governments or the generali. h,, you do not devrlop the kind of coordinative relationship required to make the sy ·tem a reali.-tic whole. 

In retrospect it is interesting to note that the thrust of the grant-in-aid reform effort is to review the operation of the federal system and call it'' New Federalism,'' insi:,,ting that the main objective is to strengthen the role of the elected officinl:-: . at the State and local level. This has always been a main tenet of American democracy. Yet, in the pt:st we have devoted much energ_,r to being frightened and :-mspicious of elected officials, bypa~sing them wherever we could. We sc•e the term "politician" as a dirty ·word, and have arranged governmental activities in a way that "politicians" could not get control of the system. Lucnl -;chool districts, special districts, CAP's, and numerous other independent power center:-have been cren.tcd to inHurc that elected officials would not interfere with opera-. tionH of government. The old grant-in-aid sy:,,tem has been a major factor in est~blishing competing leveb of government and guaranteeing that coordination and effective administration will not occur. Somehow the general executive must be brought back into the process. In true demucratic form, these officiah; are accountable through the election process, and the)· are the only one,· in this system who have the opportunities and abilities to coordinate resources and relate to the electorate HO thP.t the general good of the cummunity will be served. The Role of Federal Regional Councils 
It was becau:-,e of the problems listed above that the Federal Regional Council system was established. Somehow, within current legislation, within this multitude of categorical programs each ,vith its own worthy end, the Federal Government nnrnt better coordmate and relate the objectives of these programs to the general end:,; of governor:-;, mayors, and executives of the other units of general purpo::;e local government. 1hc Federnl Reg1onl:".l Council is the Federal respon~e tu that challenge to relate to the 8tatc:,, and the cities; not lhwugh 1,200 separate relation-ships, but through one single relationship that will consider the needs, ,nshe:, capabilities and re 'ponsibilities of people at the 'tate and local levels; and relate t11e:,,e factors to the overall responsibilities of the Federal level on behalf of the amount of money expended each year for intergovernmental programs. Basic to the .FH.C system is t11e fact that tae even agencies on the Council control and dispense 90 percent of the grants-in-aid. This establi ·hes a broad base within the monetary sy:tem to develop coordi w,tive .-trategies. Secondly, the Council member:-; arc appointed, general purpo~e executives who have the respo1rnibility for inter:-;ecting the very strong functionnlist-s1 ecialist lines that have been developed in past years. The"C two factor:-;, more than nny other, create the potential for developing the type of system which will be responsive to all the partners in the intergovernrnental system. Another general aspect of tnc FRC sy:,,tem wnich ·hould be kept in mind i · that it is part of the response to the problems of the categorical :,,ystem. General revenue t,;haring is one partial response; and .-pecial revenue sharing i · another. But it i: imporh"!.nt to under ·tand the dimensions of the two revenue ~hnring approaches as they relate to the categoricnl syHtem. If you add together all the programs that are to be included in special revenue sharing, you will still be faced with wnat is essentially a categorical grnnt-in-aid program operated by a multitude of federal agcnc1et,;. There is no intention of .-weeping 2-side all of the separate grants, puttmg them into a jar labeled "spec1d revenue sharing," r.ud simply 

a:{. 130-74--4 
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mailing out checks to States and local governments. The federal system is a long, 
long way from that. So, we are either stuck or blessed, depending upon your view' 
for the foreseeable future with what is essentially a categorical aid system. 

The Development of the Federal Regional Council System 
Federal Regional Councils were established on an informal or experimental 

basis in 1969. They were considered experimental because there was a frank 
recognition on the part of administrative planners that such an organization had 
the potential for becoming a" tea-and-crumpet" social organization that wouldn't, 
accomplish anything. If the FRC's were to develop into "tea and crumpet'' 
societies, there was no ense in wasting time and resources on them. A coordinating 
mechanism of this type must have an output; must change the environment; 
must take actions that make a difference in the way the job is accomplished. 

It seemed at the time that the FRC experiment could be a more formal and 
effective way of relating Federal activities at the regional level than had ever 
exi 'ted before. There were several mechanisms that had been tried: Federal 
Executiye Boards (FEB's) had existed for a decade or so; and various interagency 
committees of one kind or another were created and terminated as special problems 
aro e and were solved. But with the explosion of the human resources programs 
in the rnid-60' , a need arose for interrelating the multibillions of dollars that 
appeared on the landscape. Given the manner in which these programs were 
developed and the targets at which they were aimed, some type of flexible coordi-
nating mechanism was required. It was a tough problem, but what was finally 
decided was that Wa 'hington would build a platform from which those individuals 
at a higher political level would indicate general (or specific) problems and then 
support their regional directors, through this mechani m called a regional council, 
to go out and develop solutions by engaging in day-to-day problem solving. What 
evolved over the past four years wa an individualistic approach to problems by 
each Regional Council. Each developed its own style; each has had its share of 
successes and failures. 

Had the Councils not achieved successes and accomplished discernible tasks, 
they would probably have been terminated before they were formalized. Indeed 
the question is raised, "will there be Regional Councils in the second administra-
tion of President Nixon?" It is evident that the Pre ident has been treating the 
transition from his first to his second administration as if it were a complete 
transition between parties. All programs, mechanisms, and a good many individ-
uals have been re-evaluated to see if they fit and if they should stay. The Re-
gional Council is not an exception. Based upon present indicators it appears that 
the President views the Regional Council as a very important part of the ad-
ministrative environment he is trying to create. Additional support for the idea 
and activities of the Council has come from some of the departmental secretaries, 
and from the Under Secretaries Group which has an overall responsibility for the 
functioning of the Councils. Thus, there is understanding and support at the 
Washington level and from State and local governments. And although we are 
a long way from showing a sufficient amount of hard accomplishments to guarantee 
the everlasting existence of the Councils, we think they are here to stay. 
Decentralization: The Key to Council Viability 

Decentralization of authority is the key to the effective ooeration of the 
Federal Regional Councils. In a word, decentralization is power. In terms of 
Council operations, the regional directors must have enough power to be able to 
make the decisions which affect State and local grants. If they do, they will 
develop the appropriate relations with State and local government to make a 
difference and effect changes. If they do not, State and local officials will not deal 
with them. One must be careful, however, in using the term "decentralization." 
Like all bureaucratic terms which tend to become ba tardized with constant usage, 
decentralization can mean several different things when applied to governmental 
organization. For example, the most decentralized department of the Federal 
Government is the Department of Agriculture. It has a depart.nental field 
structure, but does not employ regional directors. Its decentralization goes 
directly to the county level all across the United 'tates. 

This is not the type of decentralization we refer to in describing the FRC. 
What is intended here is a po itive answer to the que, tion, "when you view that 
group of programs, typically grant-in-aid or resource programs, does the regional 
director in the common regional system have su eient power to either make grants 
or :ce that they are made'?" Given thi definition, one must examine the members 
of the FRC to :ee how each regional director scores on thi dimension. 
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The Department of How::ing and Urban Development, the Environmental Protection Agency and the Office of Economic Opportunity are known as de-centralized departments and agencies. Their regional directors have independent sign-off authority and they are given a great deal of discretion in determining how programs are run. HUD may even be an interesting example of over-decentralization. It has been decentralized to the point where some forty area directors have a great deal to say about some fourteen programs. And it may be that some adjustment is necessary to bring control and coordination back to the regional level. In any case, these three agencies are decentralized and the regional directors can come to the Regional Council and commit their agencies to whatever .courses of action the Council decides to take. 
Decentralization of a different type is found in the Department of Labor and the Department of Transportation. There is a newly established regional director system in the Department of Labor in which the regional director has no line authority over grants. Does this mean that the Labor representative is hobbled and cannot commit his agency to Council decisions? Most of the Labor regional directors say that this is not the case; that there is enough implicit authority in the position and in working with the Under Secretary that he can adequately perform his responsibilities with the Council. The Department of Transportation's membership on the Federal Regional Council is through a position known as the Regional Representative of the Secretary. Like the DOT regional director, he has no authority over the operating programs like highway& or the Federal Aeronautics Administration, but when it is necessary he can make things happen. When compared to the decentralized agencies in terms of direct line authority, it is decentralized, but the decentralization is a different kind. 
Another type of decentralization is related to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration representative on the Council. The LEAA member directs a bloc grant system. And in terms of this type of program, his authority does not seem important. Yet he does have sufficient power over some of the more important planning grants so that he plays a significant role in the operation of the Council. Finally, we arrive at the most difficult and most centralized agency, the Depart-ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. DHEW is responsible for over $5 billion in grant-in-aid spending. It is by far the largest single spending agency in the Federal Government, and its decentralization to the regional level has not been as comprehensive as its potential to decentralize. Yet, there is a great deal of optimism about its future roles. The new Secretary and Under Secretary of DHEW believe in regionalization and decentralization. Over the next year there ·will be a marked change in the power and authority of DHEW regional directors. ,vhen this occurs, it will have a tremendous impact on the ability of the Regional Councils to act in concert at the regional level without coming back to Washington for instructions. 

The New Regional Director 
Until four years ago, the typical regional director was a career official. Today the typical regional director in the seven agencies that comprise a Federal Regional Council is a political man. Simply stated, the top level of field structure of the Federal Government has been politicized. Is this good or bad? From a practical ..;;tandpoint, the only way that decentralization has come about has been through the politicizing of the process. The only way a secretary or his colleagues at the as~istant secretary level are going to let go of the power of the spending of $43 billion is by obtaining some control over the individual who will receive new au-thority in a decentralized system. You obtain this control by converting the top positions from career jobs to political appointments. This makes the appointee responsive and respon::;ible to the top official. Therefore, this approach was necessary to achieve decentralization. 
There are other consequences that follow from politicization n.t the regional director level. For example, many of the regional directors are drawn from the regionf- in which they live, and often they have pursued political careers ·within that region. Does this fact have any significance for the operation of Federal activities at the regional level? It may make these individuals more politically vh;ible and advance (or retard) them :is they leave Federal employment and return to their communities. This and other politically related consequences will probably follow. Yet, these are to be expected when you decentralize. For re-gional power mmt be ultimately responsible to the party in power in Washington n,nd this is the direction we are going. 



48 

The President and the Regional Council 
One of the key ingredients in Executive Order 11647, authorizing the formal 

establishment of the Federal Regional Councils, was the provision that the 
President would de~ignate the chairman of the Regional Council. In many ways. 
this was the most important aspect of the Order. In including this procedure~ 
the President designated some one person to take charge of Council activities, 
to be accountable for what happened by providing a second hat, a Presidential 
hat, to one of the regional directors. When first considered, this item-the Presi-
dential designation of the chairman-caused more problenrn, more cries of angui::;h 
from the departments and agencies than did any other procedure. All agencies 
saw the measure for what it wa '-the insertion of the Presidency into the regional 
operations of the Federal Government. The philosophy behind it was simple-
no longer would there be laissez-faire secretarial domination of the regions. Some-
how or another the President as the head of the Executive branch of the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to see that goals are accomplished and work is 
done in the regions. One of the cabinet secretaries complained to the President 
that this was a measure designed to place 0MB (or if you will, the Executive 
Office) between him and his regional directorn and that he didn't like it one bit. 
Needless to say, the protest had little effect. The change was intentionally made 
to alter the power situation in the field. If you ask Regional Council members if 
this practice has made any difference, they will reply that it definitely has. 

Another effect of this direct Presidential involvement at the regional level has 
been to cause the Office of Management and Budget to become much more active 
in field activities than it has been in the past two decades. During the 1940's 
and early 19.50's the old Bureau of the Budget had six field offices, staffed by 
five persons. They were abolished in 1952. Since that time, 0MB has had no 
eyes and ears, no one operating on an organized basis that would enable 0MB 
to do anything systematic about regional activities, and no way of developing 
an understanding of problems from direct observation. As a part of the Regional 
Council system, 0MB has a regional representative for each region. Although 
these individuals live in Washington, they frequently travel in their assigned 
regions, automatically attending every meeting of the Regional Council, and 
spending a great deal of time with the chairman and his staff. Perhaps the time 
has come to send the 0MB representative out beyond the Regional Councils 
to see and feel the problems of State and local governments on a first-hand basif-. 
The 0MB regional representatives are certainly sophisticated and well-trained 
enough now so that we can begin thinking in those terms. 

REGIONAL COUNCIL ACTIVITIES AND PROBLEMS 

Federal Regional Councils have been very active over the past two years in a 
variety of activitieP, many of which show very positive acco:nplishments which 
indicate the potential an organization of this kind has. It may be helpful, there-
fore, to review some of these activities to indicate what the Councils can do, and, 
conversely, some of the problems they have encountered. 

Flood Recovery Operations 
The area of activity which has both hcen of greatest satisfaction and most 

painful is that of flood recovery operations. From a Washington, D.C., perspective 
the manner in which the Federal Government participated as a partner in the 
recovery efforts in Rapid City, South Dakota, was most impressive. There arc 
several aspects of this that are worth noting. First, the Denver Federal Regional 
Council had established a solid working relationship with the governor of South 
Dakota long before the flood occurred. The governor knew the members of the. 
Council, had visited them in Denver; and the Council members knew him from 
direct contacts in Pierre. Second, the Council members knew their jobs and wore-
ready to respond. When the flood happened, it was an event and the- governor 
almost automatically turned to the Regional Council as the represE-ntatives of the 
Fejeral Government who could really assist in putting things together again. 
Now, this is intergovernmental relations that counts. If you know each other 
personally, are aware of the fact that there is a mechanism that can be used, and 
are confident enough to call for assistance immediately, you have discovered the 
secret of effective intergovernmental cooperation. This happened in South Dakota. 

By any measure, the toughest job a Regional Council has had to tackle i~ the 
flood recovery after the deva.~tation of I I urricane Agne!", particularly in the 
Wyoming Valley of Pennsylvania, but also in Maryland and Virginia. Because the 
disaster was manageable in Maryland and Virginia, the Regional CQuncils were 
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able to perform effectively. Pennsylvania was entirely differ·ent. The flooding in 
the Wyoming Valley caused billions of dollars worth of damage and left approxi-
mately a hundred thousand people homeless. This called for the building of entire 
new cities and completely restoring a wide area to make it fit for habitation. 
And, quite frankly, it called for more than a Regional Council could do. A top 
OBM official was there for three months trying to coordinate a Federal response. 
He is now gone and the Regional Council is attempting to put the pieces together 
to ee if they can relate as a Federal Government in a coordinated, effective way. 
IGA 

The Integrated Grant Administration (IGA) program is an attempt to see if 
the Regional Council'3 as mechanisms can take various categorical programs and 
package them. The objective is to reduce the various contacts that must be made 
with Federal representatives by State and local governments so that the Federal 
representative can relate one time, instead of fifteen or twenty times to a given 
unit of State or local government. This approach appears to be successful, but 
we have our doubts that it can be replicated to a larger group of States and local-
ities bec'.1use of the time involved. We are faced with a categorical grant system 
composed of a multitude of regulations. Can we take all of these categories, 
tear apart the many regulations and reams of paper involved, and put them 
together? This is a tough and demanding assignment. If enough manpower is 
allocated, it can probably be done. But, the question remains that given the 
size of the task, can a Federal Regional Council take a dispersed grant system and 
thrcugh administrative action alone put it together in a more reasonable and 
manageable fashion? Our attitude now is that we should try. 
Planned Variations and Chief Executive Review and Comment (CERC) 

The Chief Executive Review and Comment program is an effcrt to use the 
Regional Council mechanism to assist mayors, through funding and technical 
assistance, in controlling the Federal money that flows into their communities. 
It Pounds ridiculow,, but if you have read the literature, you know that the 
typical mayor has no idea of how much Federal money is coming into his com-
munity or where it is used. Th8 CERC program is a method of allowing the 
chief executive to review all grants regardless of whether they go to the city, 
a non-profit group, or whatever, before they are funded. This type of activity, 
of course, is what the Federal Government should assist with. Our job ought to 
include helping mayors and govcrnJrs in inPtitution buildinf;; at the State and 
local level; to help equip them to be generalists; assist them su they can manage 
the money the Federal Government i::; allr.,cating to support a wide variety of 
activities in their jurisdictions. 

At the present time this effort i~ being conducted on a demonstration basis in 
two regions; collecting federal budgetary data and socio-economic information 
and disseminating it to the Statef' and local governments as it becomes available. 
This activity is stimulating the Regional Councils to conduct their activities as 
though they were sub-federal governments acting as regional communication 
centers, transmitting data so that the States and localities will know where the 
resources are, what funds they arc likely to receive, and what problems may 
develop in the process. 
Communfrating with Stale and Local Governments 

Each Federal Regional Council conducts a variety of operations under the 
general title of "intergovernmental rclatiorn1." For example, the Chicago region, 
Region V, includes at its meetings a governor's representative from each State 
and representatives of the mayors of the fourteen or fifteen largest cities in the 
region. This is the first step in building positive intergovernmental relations. 
Somehow the Regional Councils must become personally acquainted with State 
and local officials, be able to communicate with them, try to determine what the 
problems are, and Ecek cooperative solution.-;. Some Regional Councils have moved 
to the next step, which iR the estabfo,hment of more formalized relationships 
between staff members enabling them to surface problem:,; and attack them in a 
cooperative way. Many of the Councils arc· very close to establishing a formal 
structure that produces results, articulates problems of general concern across the 
system, and postureR the Federal, State, and local governments so that they 
can address problems in a general fashion and develop solutions. 
0MB Cfrcular A-95, Part 4 

Part 4 of 0MB Circular A-95 encourages the States to develop a system of 
unified, coordinated, and workable sub-state districts that can coordinate Federal 
and State-local activities below the State level. This is a cooperative effort with 
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the governors which has been difficult and Rlow. What the Federal Government 
is saying to the States is," Governor, if you will decide how you want to organize 
within the boundaries of your State, what it is you want your sub-state districts 
to do, the Federal Government will bind itself to work with whatever you decide 
in the State." In a public administration sense, it is sensible to coordinate both 
boundaries and operations below the State level. Yet, this hasn't worked very 
well. The governors don't seem very enthusiastic about it, probabl,\· becau e of 
political problems. Regardles of present progre s, however, this remain an 
important item on the Regional Council agenda. 
Other Activities 

Without going into detail, there are some other Regional Council activitie:--
which are interesting and indicate the scope of Council re:-iponsibilities. A number 
of Regional Councils have been requested to work with selected Indian tribP..~ to 
come up with a development plan. The tribes are required to work with the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs (BIA) and then cooperate with the Councils. This agenda in-
cludes the evaluation of the availability of funds and a determination of what. 
types of regional activities can be combined to insure Federal-tribe cooperation. 
This activity is not funded through BIA. It requires BIA to work with the tribes 
and then relate these activities to the rest of the Federal Government. 

Another responsibility is that of the Federal Government role in the relocation 
of facilities. In this activity, HUD, DOT, Corps of Engineers and the other na-
tural resource agencies are required to co-operatively develop a coordinated 
Federal rei=lponse. To achieve this, you are driven to the Regional Council be-
cause the law demands that the Federal Government act consistently and jointly. 

The above listing of Regional Council activities indicates the scope and degree 
of involvement the Councils have in the many problems related to intergovern-
mental relations. Although a complete list of activities would be impossible within 
the confines of this discussion, the above-listed elements certainly show the degree 
of commitment the Federal Government has to making the Councils effective~ 
operating, responsible elements of the Federal part of American intergovernmental 
relations. 
Problems and Possible New Directions for the FRC's 

The principal on-going responsibility of the Federal Regional Councils will be 
to rationalize the categorical grant-in-aid system. What can Regional Councils 
do to improve their performance in this important activity? And what arc the 
problems associated with an expanded Regional Council system? Unfortunately 
there are no definite answers. More often there are questions. However, as long 
as we can identify problems and raise questions, we will continue to improve the 
performance of the Councils. 

For example, the Integrated Grant Administration program is onl.\' being used in 
26 jurisdictions; Planned Variations have only hit 20 cities. Suppose it were decided 
that the time was right to inform State and local governments that the Federal 
Government was no longer going to make categorical planning grants; that it 
doesn't make any ense at the Federal level to authorize funds for fifteen or twent,\-
separate planning programs; that an integrated planning program is a much better 
approach. The main problem would be the amount of effort required on the part 
of both the Regional Councils and the , tate and local governments to make the 
system function effectively. Yet, if the Federal Regional Councils have been 
created to rationalize the categorical system, it is time to move more forcefully 
into this activity. 

A second problem area of increased responsibility iR exemplified b,\• the CER C 
program. After an effective demonstration of how CERC works in Indianapolis, 
a number of mayors asked why it couldn't be applied to other cities. Why wait 
with a national planned variations program for twenty cities when there are 
hundreds of cities that would benefit? Annual Arrangements pose the same prob-
lem. Why not extend it? Why not advance to the point where intergovernmental 
relations have a pay-off; a pay-off that would result in a more sensible categorical 
grant-in-aid program from the point of view of the Federal Government, the State 
governments and all of the local governmentR? This is the challenge that now fac0s 
us-to break out of the demonstration phase and move on to a comprehensive 
application of the activities that have worked. 

The problem of the continuing role of the Federal Government is a third issue. 
Probably the best response is that it is the responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment to engage in institution building. After all, this level collects money better 
than any other and has demonstrated an ability to administer an effective national 
government. Therefore, Federal-level experience should be able to provide a good 
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basis for transmitting better practices, better understandings of problems. In a similar vein, the Federal Government should remove itself from the micro-grant-giving business so that it can devote more resources to institution building and helping the mayors and governors manage their problems. How do you do this? One of the ways is to more fully exploit the training provisions of the Inter-governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and the mobility provisions of the Intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970. The Federal Government has a number of the best administrative and technical specialists in the country. They should be made available to help other levels of government do their jobs. So, there arc ways of going about the business of institution building and not interfering in the process by giving grant after grant after grant. 

Metropolitan areas and what to do with them pose a fourth challenge. Somehow the Federal Government has the responsibility for exercising leadership in getting on with metropolitan problems. Unfortunately, this hasn't been done; we don't know how to do it; and some think we are scared to really begin. Let us use St. Louis as an example. Some time ago Governor Romney presided over what was called an Operational Process Meeting there. What he said at that time was that both the local and Federal people continue to act as though St. Louis were a loose collection of hundreds of separate governments, and that it was time that everyone decided that there is a total city there, so that the process of relating the central city to its suburbs on both sides of the river could begin. You can say this about almost any major city in the country. Yet, so far the Federal Govern-ment has just "picked around the edges," not very seriously supporting councils of governments (COG's) and even running the other way if it looked like they might pick up some operating functions. Someone must support these mech-anisms. But if 701 funding were withdrawn from CO G's, they would probably go right down the drain because the local officials don't like them. They might become metropolitan; they might take some power away from the local governments. 
There is a nagging question here-"who assumes responsibility?" The Regional Council has a role to play, but what is it? It is doubtful that the governors and mayors are going to allow the Federal Government to apply a big stick and club everyone into line. That simply won't work. Yet, there is a role for the Federal Government to play, perhaps with a combination of a carrot and a stick. Somehow we must get to a solution of this problem. 
Fifth, the Federal Regional Council itself-its composition, its role and its ultimate responsibilities-raise a number of developmental questions. The FRC's were initiated with five agencies in the human resource business. In 1972 the composition changed somewhat by the addition of two more agencies. The:-;c are all major grant-giving organizations, but now we are being told, quite cor-rectly, that there are problems which must be addressed in an intergovernmental fashion that are not being considered. For example, there is the new Rural Development Act that assigns to the Secretary of Agriculture the responsibility for rural development. He has said that the only sensible way to carry out that responsibility in the field is through the FRC. If we accept that rationale, the Department of Agriculture will be added to the Council. The Department of Interior says that land use planning is one of the biggest issues on the horizon. Congress may pass .legislation authorizing grants to States to develop a strong role in land use planning. For this reason the Department of Interior should be a member of the Council. The Department of Commerce through the EDA and the Title V commissions are also engaged in activities which relate to Regional Council responsibilities. Where do you stop? Should the Regional Councils become the Federal Government in the administrative regions? Isn't there a danger of putting too many people around the table so that the Council becomes a large unmanageable committee? And if you do this, what mechanisms do you employ to coordinate field operations? These issues are on the agenda, but as of now there are no answers. 
Sixth, there has been no evaluation of the impact of Federal regionalization. As mentioned earlier, with decentralization comes power, with power re ponsi-bility, and with responsibility the obligation to evaluate your programs to sC'e how well they are working. It would certainly be more helpful if the Federal Government decided to examine its programs in terms of their general impact instead of separately evaluating 550 programs one at a time. A good beginning could be made at the regional level examining each department and each program. But so far we haven't developed the "know-how" to try what is called "impact evaluation." We should be able to answer questions like: "What difference do 



52 

FC'deral grant funds make in city X?" "How are all of these funds being spent?" 
"Could they be better utilized?" This effort is the responsibility of a decentralized 
federal s~·stem; one that devolves from Washington to the regions. 

, 'even th and finally, is the Regional Councils' major tructural problem-the 
chairman:hip and what to do with it. Almost everyone would agree that you need 
a strong chairman to make a committee effective. Should the chairman continue 
to be presidentially delegated and why? What are the pro. and cons? Perhaps the 
biggest issue is that of continuity. If the Regional Council chairmanship rotate· 
on a yearly basis, and his staff director shifts, the continuity goe along and must, 
therefore, be rebuilt. Maybe it is wise to lose this continuity for the sake of 
equality. The Regional Councils are compo. ed of equal Federal agencies with 
equal re. ponsibilities. A rotating chairmanship and staff reinforces this notion of 
equality. There i · an argument for a stronger system, one that does away with 
the agency staff focus altogether. It can be argued that the only way an effective 
interagency organization can be developed is through a joint chief:, 'ystcm-a 
joint staff not responsible to any agency; that works for the Council as a mecha-
ni~m; that ha the expertize, the strength, and the necessary continuity. But then 
there i' the problem of the independent staff's becoming a power center, unrespon-
ive to agency needs. 

The e and other questions will continually arise as the Federal Regional Council 
concept develops. The important factor is that we respond with a structure that 
can function responsibly and retain an institutional memory. 

QUESTIONS A D COMMENTS 

Question. How do you balance the Washington initiatives for the FRC with 
the Councils' own desires to innovate or go it alone? 

Comment. Probably the be t way to balance is to keep complaining; keep · 
reminding us that this is a decentralized system and that if we in Washington are 
la~·ing it on too hard, we should back off. At the same time you must remember 
that there still is a Wa. hington and that regional directors have a Secretary or 
Under Secretary who also has some expectation . He has a political career, other 
motivations, or, perhaps, some pushes from above to get certain things done. 
Implicit in the question is the suggestion that there is too much Washington in-
put at this stage of the development of the FRC. We are working hard to arriv;> 
at a proper balance, realizing that the Council must feel its way. 

Queslio 11. Someone once ob::;erved that every time you people in Washington, 
get a really tough problem, you take the easy way out and drop it in a mail slot, 
addre;:;,;ed to the appropriate regional council. Does thi::; accurately describe a 
situation in which ~rou let the regions "handle the garbage?" 

Comment. I :trongly object to the word "garbage." We in Washington should 
idcntif y problem. that we cannot handle and let the regions have an opportunity 
to see what they can do. There is nothing wrong with that; and we should be going 
in that direction. To admit that we don't have a solution; arc not familiar with 
problems in, for example, St. Louis, and let our regional council in that area 
attempt to find an answer with very little guidance seems appropriate. For too 
long we have have been tr~·ing to tailor-make solutions for all cities over ;300,000 
population. This hasn't worked; it's not going to work. 

\Vhether we do this with all tough problems is another question. Perhaps the 
Councils may become "mail slot. ;" I hope not. There is a good example of a 
problem that wn. n't "garbage." This- was the problem of displaced teachers in 
the South. \Ve first assigned the problem to two Federal Regional Councils, ask-
ing thC'm, as th<' Federal presence, to mount n, coordinated Fedcml response to 
the problem. They were unable to achieve any· success, partly because we in 
Wa,shington recognized that we didn't have th<' answers, and maybe the regions 
did. In a sense, this is using the mail slot technique, and it was unfair. As it 
turned out, the problem wasn't a la.ck of ·willingness to attempt a solution, but 
rnth<'r :i qnf>stirm oi" :'"tlwri'"Y t0 df) smncthing ronstructivc. There is an np;cncy 
in DIIEW that had to act, but didn't. h is back with them now, and afte1· two 
years the problem still isn't solved. This could hn.ve been handled much better 
bv the Federal Government. 

· Question. I mn still puzzled by this que-tion of deccntrnlization. I it decentrali-
zation of the Dcpn.rtment of Agriculture or Social , ecurity type? Herc are some 
example. : Response A: Federal prc:;;cnce in a locality-Social Security Act; 
Response B: coordination in the delivery of . ervice -who does it? Ilesponse 
C: delegation or distribution of authority, and to whom i' it delegated-the 
Regional Council/Council chairman, or governor/mayor? 
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Comment. In this adminiRtrntion "decentralization" iR a code word for the 

delegation of authority to region:11 directors. This, of course, is not decentraliza-
tion in the academic meaning of the term. For example, the Depm·tment of Agri-
culture is truly decentralized. Officials representing the Department are found at 
grass rootR, and all have a great deal of discretion in thrir work. The county 
agents know their business; they are profc:,;sionals; and they show it in their 
work. What we :..re talking about when we say "decentralizntion" in the grant-
in-aid system is transferring the final sign-off authority from Washington to the 
regional director, or one of his designees as has happened in HUD, so hr i,m't 
required to check in with headquarters to sec if he can sign-off. The regional 
directors know they can do this under the Regional Council system. 

Question. Although thr Department of Agriculture- is decentralized, it cert:l.inly 
is uncoordinated. Isn't this a poor example of decentralization? 

Comment. At the present time, yes. I think we hnve a semantic problrm. The 
Depn.rtment of Agriculture, and the Department of Interior for that matt<·r, is 
uncoordinated and something Rhould be done. ,v e are graduall)' inducing t hc:-.e 
agencies to adopt wnne type of regional structure so that departmental pre:-;cnce 
cnn lw felt at the regional level. First, howeYer, tlwy must coorclii ate lie>ir o ,·n 
programR. Agriculture is appointing smnething calkd a n•crional repr0:- ntati\'e 
in eitch of the regions, with m1 unsprcified task of doing good works, whatever 
that menns. This will be a tough job. In order to do anything the rrgimwl r,·pre-
:entative must. have a closer tie to the Ht>crctary tlrnn he now has. Bnt, thi · is a. 
move in thr right direction. Both Agriculture and Interior n.re beginning to realize 
that to pa.rticip:tt<• in the t>·pc of dc•centralizntion WC' cnvisa<rc, they lllll:-.t make 
some import:mt clrnnges. Otherwise, it will he done, if at all, from the \\'ashington 
Agriculture or Interior buildings. 

Question. Wha.t n.hout this problem of delegation of authority? First )'OU :-a)· 
that the final sign-off should reside with the Federal Government-the l~egionnl 
Councils. Then you say the power should go to the 8tate and local govPmments. 
,Yhich do vou nwan? 

Commc11t. There is some of both. As )'OU know, with revrnuc sharing the 
Federal Govrrnmrnt isn't involved at all. It ::-;ends money, mails checks. That is 
all. \Vith Rpccial revenue sharing thrre is n combination. If you take m:mpower 
sprcial rcvc'nuc sharing for example, tlw Federal Govrrnrnrnt rnt<·rs into a e,,n-
tract with the• mayor who dccidrs what 111i.· of manpower :-.l'rvic<'s will I)(' provid.L·d. 
There arc fc'w strings attached and little' involvenwnt b.v the Federal Govrrnnwnt. 
For the categorical programs that remain after special r<'venue sharing, tlh' n·-
gional directors will be involwd. :--:o, it varies. 

Question. Docs O1\IB's action of srnding a !'eJm'sentativr to thr rrginns ron-
tributc to decentralization? Isn't this a contradiction'? \Vhnt is tiH' role of O~iB'? It is the lnm•nucratic FBI? 

Comment. If you call gathPring; intelligrncc, information and tr)·ing tn undrr-
Rtand problrms, to pinpoint th<' blame wh<•n :-.otn('thing w<'nt, wrong, it could be 
Reen as a "tmrem1cratic FBI." But, thb isn't tlir' role ()f tlw O:'.\IB regional rcprr-
l'-entntives. Thcv ar•" ambn:-..'adors in the bl',-,t :en::::c of the word. Thrv arc intc-ndt><l 
to function as ca.talyl'-tR, coordinators, to aid in the snlution of prol;lems, to bring 
people together to :,;olvr probl<>ms, to bring to us in Washington a hett<'r srn ·c- of 
what the realities arr out thcrr in thr rrgion-:. Th<·)' an• not C':1forccr,; b)· n11Y strc>trh 
of thr imagination. Our instructions to thr O1IB regional rrpresPntatiY<'s an• that 
their job is to assist, the chairman of the Regional Council to do hi,-; job and that 
the Council i-; fulfilling it!:> responsibilitirs. " 7<' crrtainl)· don't cxprct, nnr do we 
want, people to call us directly. Thr O~1B regional man is our r<'prrsrntntiv<'. The 
official who is in charge in the rPgion is the chairman as:-.isted by his c<1llenglll'" lm 
the Council. O::\fB is therr to hC'lp him grt his job donr. 

Quesh·on. When a. local official can't get an answrr or action from a Regional 
Council, what course can he take? There was a suggPstion that this i-; nbo a part 
of the responsibility of the 0MB rcprcsrntativc-to be a router. Should we use 
him'! 

Comment. Yes, hut only n. a last resort. I wouldn't accrpt a phon° c:,ll, nor 
would In)' colleagurs, unless I was a 'sur<'d that a. Rtatr or local official had rx-
ha.usted his contacts with the Regional Council. This doesn't mean just talking 
with one regional director. It means that the chariman had also been contacted 
and that the h,suc had not hcen placed on the Council agendn.. And, although 
0MB might function as a place of last resort, if the issue belongs undn the 
jurisdiction of the Council, it will be placed there. 1faybc the Rrgional Council 
felt it did all that was necessary. Perhaps as far as thc:v werr concerned the prob-
lem was solved. There are alway two . ides to theRe questions, but they will he 
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settled at the Regional Council level. You can be assured that O MB is not going 
to get involved in the direct aspects of grant-giving. Above all else, we are not 
going to do that! 

Question. What does this mean exactly? What is the next step in the appeal 
process? A Secretary? A Congressman? Who? 

Comment. You can be certain that State and local officials know where all 
the power levers are. And if they want something done, they will pull all of them. 
If things aren't functioning properly, they have a Congressman, two Senators, 
friends in the region, and friends in Washington. One of our biggest chores is to 
develop a type of decentralization in which all avenues are exhausted at the 
regional level before other appeals are made. Too often State and local officials 
aren't willing to do this. We must develop the capacity to say "No," in Washington 
and let the issues be settled in the region. My impression is that this has happened 
already in several of the departments. 

Quest1·on. If State and local officials were to pull all of their power levers without 
going through the Council, this might be viewed as winning a battle but losing 
the war. Regional agencies might penalize States and localities who went over 
their heads. In the same sense you are talking about politicizing the regional 
leadership. This seems as though you are trying to obstruct a legal avenue of 
appeal-the Congressman. Is this your intention? 

Comment. A sophisticated response is that this is a very pluralistic government 
and you must be careful to specify the situation before giving an appropriate 
an. wer. We would be crazy to attempt to cut the Congress out of the federal 
system. The Congress is there, Congressmen are power figures, and the Congress 
ha. its role. They will be involved. You can't generalize, however, on how or 
where their involvement will take place. What we hope is that their involvement 
in particular grants will be lessened. Congress erected the categorical system we 
now have. A part of the reason was that it made their power greater both in 
\Vashington and in their constituencies. The real question is when or whether 
the Congress is going to be comfortable in letting go of some of these micro 
levers of power by bundling categorical programs into broader, more general 
packages. Congressional organization promotes categorization, because that is 
where the power is. 

Any student of government recognizes the confrontation that is now going on 
between the Congress and the President. It is my interpretation that what the 
President is saying is that the way Congress is organized and functioning is 
irresponsible. Not individually irresponsible, but the net result, the categorical 
grant system, reflects an inability to control the budget. Congress continues to 
vote programs, vote taxes, vote more categories. But it won't vote taxes. What the 
President is doing is trying to call a halt to this by balancing expenditures with 
revenues; by attempting to halt the flow of power from flowing into Washington 
through the grant-in-aid program and flowing out through the Executive or 
Congress. He wants the grant-in-aid system to be organized in such a way that 
the money and the responsibility remains, by and large, with States and local 
governments. 

Question. The new organization for grant-in-aid administration-the Federal 
Regional Council-is, then, not primarily a coercion system? 

Comment. No, it is not; and perhaps I have over-emphasized that aspect. We 
at the Federal level must be very careful about the pain and punishment approach. 
Saying," You organize this way or you won't get the money," will fail in the long 
run. We have done some of this, and it hasn't always worked. But if we look at 
problems like the metropolitan problem, we must continue to ask how we can 
help solve it. How does the Federal Government use money, intelligence, power, 
and other resources to help the States and cities get on with solutions? What is 
our piece of the problem? Although we could set rigid requirements and allocate 
money only if very specific organizations were established, this would be un-
fortunate. At the present time we are not smart enough to create a system of this 
type and make it work. 

Question. What problems, if any, have you had in dealing with cities where the 
chief elected official is not the chief executive? 

Comment. If you examine the city representatjves at a Regional Council 
meeting you will find weak mayors who are essentially elected commissioners. 
You have some city managers attending who have been sent by the mayor, who 
apparently feels comfortable in having the manager attend as the chief executive 
official. This might be a problem and we have encountered it in general revenue 
sharing where we have designated the recipient as "the chief elected official." 
Because there are forms-of-government problems, we are very flexible and let the 
city decide. 
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Question. You hypothesized that we are engaged in decentralization; a substitu-tion of procedures. Yet, there are a new ~et of broad functional" strings" required to receive grants. It appears as though you are just sub tituting one set of com-prehensive "·trings" for a previous set of "strings." Are they functional or structural? 
Comment. Let me answer this by giving an example. One of the more important and con. istent criticisms of general and special revenue sharing is that the chief elected official and other officials at the State and local levels are not nearly as interested or concerned about civil rights as the Federal Government is. How can the Federal Government turn over the responsibility for insuring that civil rights are protected under programs financed by the Federal Government? How can you turn over this responsibility to State and local officials? Have State and local officials matured to the point where they are as concerned about civil rights a the Federal Government has been? Obviously, it varies. It is unfortunate that in many places they are not. But in the civil rights area as in many others, it L time the responsibility is lodged where it rightfully belongs. We have put it there and made it clear who is responsible. Question. This is only one aspect of a much broader problem. What was in-tended by the previous question was not so much the problem of imply trans-ferring responsibility, but, rather, a substitution of requirements. For example, let us say that HEW e tablished a strict set of requirements on equal employ-ment. That is an example of clear functional restraint. Instead we go to special revenue sharing and remove that functional restraint and specify instcn.d, that States and local government organize in a certain wn.y, A-95 for example. Isn't thi. a substitution of one set of strings for another? Comment. I don't think we are doing that. If we take civil rights for an example. In general revenue sharing the regulations are loosely drawn and are very general, but the law is clear. Everyone who is a recipient of general revenue sharing funds ha certain civil rights responsibilities which ,vill be carried out with no exceptions. Question. If the FRC strengthened with a full-time Presidential appointment, are decision concerning specific agencies settled in the region by the chairman or would they be made in Washington? Comment. You are asking a "what if" question, and I'll answer that way. If we had a full-time, Presidentially designated chairman in the region, and if an bsue involved one governor and one regional director, I doubt that the President's man hould intersect the problem. It probably ought to go to Washington for a solution. Maybe this i 'n't decentralization, but it is practical politics. I doubt if there would be many problems of thi type that are uniquely single purpose. Question. If I understood the last question, you are saying that a chairman could intercede, if he wanted to, but that it wouldn't be desirable for him to do so. Is that right? 

Comment. Of course, this depends. In one region the chairman has met with the mayors and governors and said that if the department., the regional adminis-trator~ are not delivering the services, State and local officials could call him on a special hot line. This created a tremendous amount of good will, and the chairman wa able to olve many problems through his per onal communications channels. In cases of this type why bother the Secretary in Wa~hington? In this situation the chairman becomes a type of ombudsman. This is a good, reasonable way to do bu ine , . However, if a governor were fighting with a specific regional director, you would probably have difficulty getting that on the Council agenda. Question. Would it be worthwhile to establish uniform representation require-ment· for State and local government participation on Federal Regional Councils? Comment. I wouldn't want to prescribe any. The FRC's have developed various modes of representation. Some are organized quite formally with individ-uals designated by the States; others are more informal. This is a local option. From past experience it seems that a formal communication device between the Regional Council and a State or city works much better than an ad hoc system. The communications are better, there is more continuity, and the regular exchanges are better for problem solving. 
Question. How about reorganizing the FRC's with one representative of each of the four cabinet members sitting as the Regional Council? Comment. This could be an alternative. There are now three executive level counselors who report to Mr. Erlichman, who in turn reports to the President. l\Ir. Erlichman is the Assistant to th<' President in the domestic area, and consti-tutes another layer in the proce s. However, the Secretary of the Treasury does not have any grant-making re ponsibilities, nor does he have a field staff. When this organization was announced we considered this possibility. However, it seems 
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to be the intention of the President to use these super-secretaries as essentially 
Washington-level policy coordinators. We will not manage the government by 
these three power centers. I don't see how they could do it. They will have only 
two or three staff members and chair a committee. It has been made clear that 
this is ::m experiment. Question. Are you moving toward making the chairman a full-time director 
without any direct responsibility as a regional representative of an agency? 

Comment. No, I wouldn't see this as occurring. If you talk to an FRC chair-
man you'll discover that it takes at least half time to do a good job. One could 
argue that on this basis if you wanted a Council that would get things done, ;vou 
will need a full-time appointment. There are ways that the work load could be 
shifted without having a Presidentially-designated, full-time chairman. 

Question. If this were to be done, could the President do it by Executive Order? 
Comment. Yes, it could be done by Executive Order. 
Question. Is there a legitimate role for Federal Regional Councils vis-a-vis State 

legislatures and State legislative leaders? Is there the possibility of alienating chief 
executives if you deal with legislators? 

Comment. Yes, there is a legitimate role. The Federal Regional Councils arc 
the Federal presence in the regions. You also have seven major public int0re:--t 
groups of which the National Legisln.tive Conference is one. It is perfectly reason-
able to sit down and talk with lrgislators and consult with them in the same wn>· 
>·ou would with mayors and governors. But you should he careful of choo:ing 
sides in State politics. The National Legislative Conference is interested iu having 
the Federal Government help them in strengthening the State legislative branehes 
by securing grants to help them run studies, or assist in paying for staff. We have 
a responsibility to promote good government and some grant program like that 
would probably help. But this could cause more problems than it is worth. At 
O:ivIB, we treat the National Legislative Conference the same way we do the 
other publi-: interest groups. At the same time, if the>· start promoting cutcgoricnJ 
grant programs to help State legislatures, we would oppose it. 

Question. How far should FRC's go in informing State legislative lcadl'n, of 
their activities? Comment. FR C's should inform them; consult, with them. The power of po:-i-
tive communication is important to an open system. The~· arc taxpayers und have 
a right not only as taxpayers but as responsible public officials to know what the 
Executive branch of the Federal Government is doing and thinking; how it is 
Rpending its mone>' ; how it intends to spend its money. But you can go that far 
without going to funding their operations. 

Question. You mentioned the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Would BIA have direet 
involvement in tlw Council Rystem? 

Comment. There are no firm answerc:.; on that. The future of BIA is in the air, 
not only the structure of the organization, but whether there will be a bureau, 
how it will be organized, and eyen if it ,Yill remain in the Department of the 
Interior. One thing of which you can be certain is that we will have an entity that 
will be concerned with Indian affairs. It is obviouR that we must have a regional 
entity that will relate to the tribe-;. There is adivit)·, the Reservation Acc(·leration 
Program, that asks the BIA, or whatever, to develop a comprehensive plan on 
how to use resources, identify the gaps, and determine how other federal grant-
making agencies can hdp in solving problems on the reservations. 

Qnestion. What is the relationship between Fcdcrnl Regional Councils and Fed-
eral Executive BoardR (FEB's)? 

Comment. Uncomfortable I guess. Probably the best way to respond is to 
examine the function of the Federal Executive Boards. vYe feel that the FEB':-; in 
the 25 major cities are the asc:.;ociation of Federal executives who are primarily con-
cerned with the metropolitan areas. Their most important function is to b,.. the 
Federal Government in these 25 major employment centers. Typically, the F('d-
eral Government is the largest employer in the area. The FEB's rer.;resent over one 
million Federal employee:;; nnd that is a lot of problems. The problem comes in the 
ten cities where you hnve both Regional Councils and FEB's. Although their 
respective roles are being sorted out, there is still a. bit of discomfort that should 
be eased in the future. We see them as two diffPrcnt cntitieR and the FEB is not 
being downgraded in articulating this difference. The FEB has a tremendously 
important job to be the Federal preeence, relating to the mayor and the commu-
nity, helping to solve community problem,; of one kind or another. At, the same 
time we still have more work to do to see if we can't get the relationship better 
understood, more comfortable. and more productive. 

Question. What is the attitude of the administration to citizen participation 
in the New Federalism? 
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Comment. That's a tough one and our experience differs. The categorical func-
tional committees on the Hill continue to add specific citizen participation require-
ments to the 4-C program, the aging program, ::md other legislation. At the same time, 
through Pln.nned Varin.tions and CERC, we are trying to put the mn.yor in charge. 
This is our ideologicul pitsh. There is only one chief elected officin.l in a city and 
there are many citiz0n groups. These groups may be representative of an area, 
but are usually not representn.tive of the whole city. Why, then, should Washing-
ton n.ccord any one of these groups the privilege of representing n.11 of the other 
citizen organizations? What we should do is take this cn.tegorical system and devise 
n. general set of requirements for citizen participation that a city government could 
use to serve Model Cities, CAP, 4-C, n.nd all the rest of the programs, satisfying 
the Federal requirement,; for citizen participation. I think we should try this. 

Question. How can COG's and other sub-state organizations be effective? 
Doesn't a sub-state district violate the single executive procedure? 

Comment. What 0MB is trying to do with Circular A-95, Part 4 is encourage 
the governor to get on with the job of organizing his State. So far the response 
has been disappointing and I don't understand it completely. I can see the political 
problems, but I don't understand it in public administration terms. What docs 
that mean? The Governor of Virginia intends to take those 21 sub-state regions 
and make them much more than planning regions. Ile is talking about giving them 
service responsibilities. Is this the direction other States are going? I just don't 
know. Perhaps we in Washington are pushing too much. Maybe the governors 
don't have much interest. Maybe it is not important. Maybe we are using the 
public administration approach and this doesn't make any sense to the governor. 

Quest1·on. What do you mean by the statement, "We should be in::,titution-
huilding, not grant-making?" 

Comment. By this I mean trying to help the chief executives at the local level 
to organize the way they want to organize. Not telling them how to organize, but 
to organize so that they can control, in a management not a political sense, the 
resources and people who work for them. I ask the question again, "What does the 
Federal Government ultimately have to offer?" What do we know about a city 
even at the regional level, that we should tell the mayor, "This is what you should 
do"? I suggest that we really cannot be very helpful. Our strength lies in our 
resources. We do have ways of bringing specialists to bear on particular problems. 
\-Ve do have some national requirements, civil rights for example. We aren't 
going to prescribe how it is done. We arc just saying that one of the costs of getting 
general revenue sharing money is that you play fair in a civil rights some. This 
is ,vhat I mean by institution building. I think, finally, that at some stage the 
Federal Regional Council should begin to work itself out of business. 

EXECUTIVE OFl<' ICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF l\,lANAGEMJ<JNT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C., January J, 1971. 

FACT SHEET ON REGIONAL COUNCILS 

A. We have been experimenting with four pilot regional councils for three 
years; nnd with an operational ten-council system for 14 months. Each council 
has five mernbers (the regional directors d H. UD, OEO, IIEW, DOL and DOT) 
increasing to seven when LEAA and EPA join by next July. Each member 
contributes one man-year of stnff work to council activities. In Washington, the 
parent Under i:::iecretarics Group is supported by a Working Group which meets 
biweekly. 

The President instructed the council:-; in January of 1971 to develop and main-
tain close working relationships with Stu.to and local governments and to co-
ordinate their grant programs in a manner re~ponsive to other levels of govern-
ment. The Under Secretaries Group made the charge a little more explicit in a 
concept paper: 

Monitor interagency coordinating mechanisnrn, like Planned Variations. 
Design and initiate new coordination approaches. 
Solve ad hoc special problems involving more than one agency. 
Enter into a "real partnership" with i:::itate and local government:::. 
Spot interagency policy or operating conflicts and resolve them or obtain 

Washingt:m action. 
Improve day-to-dn.y coordinatic.n and informn.tion exchange between agencies. 
B. During their relatively brief life several start-up problems have been 

s<,lved: 
Cc.,uncil membership has now stabilized. 
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Council staffing has become more assured and stable. 
Council procedures have been generally regularized. 
A simple work plan system has been installed and councils are learning how to 

use it. 
Councils have undertaken a limited range of ad hoc problem solving activities 

and experimental coordinated systems development projects. 
Increasingly, Washington priority coordination systems are being undertaken 

by councils; e.g. conforming Federal agency program boundaries to State and 
local planning districts. Planned Variations, Spanish speaking and Indian focus, 
and the Intergovernmental Personnel Act provisions for exchange of personnel 
between Federal and State and local agencies. 

Under Secretaries Group and Working Group oversight has been regularized. 
0MB and Washington agency representation to councils has been established. 
C. However, there are limitations and problems inherent in a system dependent 

on purely voluntary compliance that call for a higher level of direction to fulfill 
the promise of regional councils: 

Agencies have not granted councils enough influence over grant-making ac-
tivities in the field to enable them to improve the day-to-day coordination and 
responsiveness of assistance to State and local governments. 

Councils have not frequently designed and implemented experimental coordina-
tion systems though some useful pilot work has been done. 

Council visibility to governors and mayors has been limited mainly to a few 
introductory meetings, preliminary talks on planned variations, and experimental 
efforts. 

In the absence of specific Washington guidance and direction, councils have 
spent relatively little time trying to monitor or influence coordination systems 
such as Model Cities. 

Identification of interagency policy conflicts and elevation for Washington 
resolution has been nearly nonexistent. 

Ad hoc problemsolving has too often been confined to relatively limited squeaky-
wheel situations. 

D. We believe the council system may have reached a plateau where it could 
stagnate or even retrogress. We believe councils should be excited into new growth 
through a stronger sense of mission and objective and the mandated means to 
achieve them. In order to further develop the system we recommend that: 

1. The Regional Councils be strengthened by: 
Presidential designation of a council member as chairman to serve a term of one 

year. The chairman would be given a temporary GS-18 Schedule C appointment. 
Greater and more consistent delegations of authority to the regional directors, 

especially in HEW. 
Augmented staff resources. 
2. 0MB be directed to assume a stronger leadership role so as to insure that in 

the councils and at the Washington levels, decisions are made and issues resolved. 
In this role, 0MB would participate directly in council deliberations, advise the 
President on the selection of council chairmen, and continue to chair the Under 
Secretaries Group. 

3. The council system be institutionalized and their capacity to influence 
agency decisions increased through a strong Presidential mandate-preferably an 
Executive Order. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 

FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS 

Whereas it is necessary to develop closer working relation!';hips between the 
major Federal grant-making agencies and State and local government and to 
improve coordination of the categorical grant system in meeting the needs of 
individual citizens and communities: 

Now, Therefore, by virtue of the authority vested in me as President of the 
United States, it is hereby ordered as follows: 

Section 1. Federal Regional Councils.-(a) There is hereby established a Federal 
Regional Council for each of the ten standard Federal regions. Each Council shall 
be composed of the directors of the regional offices of the Departments of Health 
Education, and Welfare, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and Trans-
portation, and the directors of the regional offices of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. The President shall designate one of those members 
of each such Council as Chairman of that Council and such Chairmen shall 
serve at the pleasure of the President. 

.. 
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(b) Each member of each Council may designate an alternate who hall serve as a member of the Council involved whenever the regular member is unable to attend any meeting of the Council. (c) When matters which affect the interests of Federal agencies which are not represented on any such Council are to be considered by that Council, the chair-man of the Council may invite the regional director or other appropriate represent-ative of the agency involved to participate in the deliberations of the Council. Sec. 2. Functions of the Councils.-Each Federal Regional Council shall be constituted as a body within which the participating agencies will conduct their grant making activities in concert through: (1) The development of on-going interagency strategies for program deliver~·; (2) Systematic and comprehensive reviews of program plans and funding with Governors and local chief executives; (3) The encouragement of joint and complementary grant application.: for related programs; 
(4) The expeditious resolution of policy conflicts and interagency coordination problems. 
In the performance of these functions, each Federal Regional Council shall: (A) supervise existing program coordination mechanisms and where neces~ary create new ones; (B) develop administrative procedures and information systems to facilitate day-to-day interagency and intergovernmental cooperation; and (C) plan interagency and intergovernmental resource allocations, including set-ting priorities among programs in response to the needs of States and local communities. 
Sec. 3. Council System.-The Office of Management and Budget hall be re-sponsible for proper functioning of the Federal Regional Council system e:;;tablbhcd by this Order and its representatives shall participate in the deliberations of each Council. 
Sec. 4. Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations.-There is hereby es-tablished an "Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations" which shall be composed of the Under Secretaries of Health, Education, and Welfare, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and Transportation, the Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admini tration, the Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Deputy Administrator of the Environmental Protec-tion Agency, and the Associate Director of the Office of Management and Budget, who shall serve as the chairman of the Group. When matters which affect the interest of Federal agencies which are not represented on the Group are. to be considered by the Group, the Chairman Director may invite an appropriate representative of the agency involved to participate in the deliberations of the Group. The Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations shall formulate policy recommendations with respect to Federal Regional Council matters, pro\·ide guidance to the Councils, respond to their initiatives, and seek to re olve policy issues referred to it by the Councils. • Sec. 5. Construction.-Nothing in this Order shall be corn:itrued as subjecting any department, e tablishment, or other instrumentality of the executive branch of the Federal Government or the head thereof, or any function vested by law in or assigned pursuant to law to any uch agency or head, to the authority of any other such agency or head or as abrogating, modifying, or restricting any such function in any manner. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 1072. 
BRIEFING ON REGIO AL COUNCILS II 

INTRODUCTION 
Purpose: To introduce to you Presidentially proposed actions to strengthen the FRC system. 

The Key Actions 
Emphasize FRC miRsion to concert grant making activities of member agencies; Provide regional director~ with greatly increased capabilitieR to cooperate through significant agency decentralization; Strengthen leadernhip in each Council through annual Presidential appointment of the chairman from among the membc-r,; Strengthen support for councils by making 0MB respon ·ible for system develop-ment and maintenance; Institutionalize the new, stronger FRC system through an Executive Order. 
Why change, and in this particula_r direction? 
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REASO S FOR A CIIANGJ;; 

General: Councils have achieved much in developing themselve" structurally 
ns nwcha.nism: for intcmgency and intergovernmental cooperation; but, with some 
noteworthy exception, have not addressed the substantive tasks of grant pro-
gram coordination. Achievements: MembC'rship; Staffing; Work Planning; Washington oversight; 
Ad hoc problem solving; Some program coordination experiments. 

Limitations: Infrequent attempts at grant cooperation; Too little work on 
existing or new coordinative systems; Superficia1 relations with governors and 
m:,ynrs; Little is. ue identification, re ·olution, or appeals; Limited ad hoc problem 
solving. 

What basic alternatives were availn.ble to the President? 

ALTERNATIVES 

General: The President could have left Council" where they were, abofo,hed 
them, or strengthened them. 

Leaving Councils alone would have meant (1) permitting them to perpetuate 
thC'ir relative ineffectiveness in achieving substantive intemgency and inter-
governmental program coordination, and (2) acquiescing to eventual retrogre:-1sion 
and di:--:--olution. Abolishing them would have meant dismantling a mechanism which: (1) addres:,;ed 
. n fundamental a need that some version of it would need to be re-created again; 
and (2) had obvious potential to contribute to Presidential goals of greater pro-
gram flexibility, better :--ervice to governors and mayors, and bringing government 
chber to the people. 

Because of his deep concern over the fragmentation of grunt programs, the 
Pr<>:--ident has decided that strengt:1ening Councils is the only reasonable course 
to take. 

What b; the effect of these strengthening actions? 

EFFECTS OF STRENGTHl~NING COU."CILS 

Emphasis on concerted grant making will require the members, regional executors 
of the major Federal grunt agenciet>, to engage in sub.·tantial coordination and 
integration of their grant decisions in respon~e to governors and nu1yors. 

Dece11lralizalion to regional directors will providC' the Council members with the 
capability and fle.·ibility to cooperate better in both interagency and int ergovern-
mental dimensions and to re~pond more appropriately and creati\ ely to regional 
problems. Annual Presidential Appointment of F RC chairmen from among the membern 
at the GS-18 salary level will provide Councils with clearly stronger leadership 
to achieve Presidential goals and natiorn~l initiatives, to orchestrate compre-
lwnsivc Federal r sponsivcness to regional needs nnd to identify and resolve 
issues in re-,pcct to both expcditiousl)·· 

A,·.·1ynt11(/ O~~f B responsibility for the Ju11ctioni11g of the F RC system w;H provide 
the President :lnd tllC' FR C's with the as::ournncc that the proce;.;ses of coordina-
tion, issues resolution and appeal will function expcditiou" ly in the field, in \\' ash-
ingt(m, and betwec•n the field and \Vashington. 

I 11slitutionalizi11g the new F RC system through a II Exec11tive Order will invc ·t the 
system with importance and permanence consistent with the significance of its 
mission. 

INVITATION 

\Ve ask that you deliberate with one another and within your agencies on these 
Presidential proposals and advise your respective Cnder .'ecretaries in preparation 
for th~ir meeting Wednesday, January 12, 4::30 p.m. At that me('ting planning 
will begin on how to carry out the Presidential intent. 

REGIONAL Cou CIL -PHASI·~ II 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

I. Purpose of Executive Order 
Q: What prompt d the President to decide to strengthen Regional Councih-? 
A: Two major factor' we1e involved: The President':-; concept of "New Federal-

ism" remains as a major dorne.-tic priority. Departmental reorganization n.nd reve-
llll'' s!1aring arc two significant steps toward· thi · objective but will take some tim . 
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As an immediate step, Regional Council' are being given n. for more important 
role in reforming the categorical grant system and creating a closer partner ·hip 
with State and local government. 

Regional Council originated with the FAR program three years ago. While they 
have proven effective in many ureas, some changes are necessary to upgrade 
their status and move them into a more influential role in reforming the increas-
ingly fragmented Federal Grant System. 

Q: Were the Regional Councils and member agencies involved in de igning 
Phase II? 

A: Not in a formal sense but most of the changes resulted from recommenda-
tions and experiments carried out by current participants in the Regional Council 
system both in Washington and the field. 

Q: Why weren't the Regional Councils and member agencies notified that the 
President was considering the new changes? 

A: As part of the FY 1973 Budget exercise, the President recently a&ked for 
0MB recommendations on new management initiatives. Strengthening Regional 
Councils was one of them. Since most of the changes involve upgrading the system 
rather than any dra tic modifications formal consultations were not considered 
necessary given the time constraints involved. 

Q: When will the Executive Order go into effect? 
A: Probably about March 1, 1972. 
Q: Will the new chairmen be appointed at that time? 
A: Yes, or possibly a bit earlier. 

II. Key Features of Executive Order 
A. Membership 

Q: Will EPA and LEAA be considered full Council members when the Execu-
tive Order is signed rather than July 1, 1972. 

A: Yes. 
Q: Are more agencies going to be added soon? 
A: Probably not for at lea.'t the next year or so. 

B. Council Chairmanship 
Q: Why has the President decided to n.ppoint chairmen personally? 
A: The Pre ident expects Regional Councils to be the focal point of New 

Federalism initiatives at the regional level. The chairmen will have a particularly 
important role to play and will be accountable to the President as well as his 
agency during his term. 

Q: How much time will the chairman be expected to devote to Council matters? 
A: While there can be no fixed guidelines on this point, Council responsibilities 

will take up a substantial portion of the chairman's time. 
Q: Will the added re ponsibilities of a chairman be taken into account by his 

agency? 
A: Agencies will be consulted on nominees a a normal procedure with the 

under tanding that a significant amount of time will be required. 
Q: What about grade level? 
A: We will be discu ing grades with CSC and pla.n to assign chairmen GS-18 

(Limited Executive As ignment) grade levels during their term. 
Q: How often will chairmen be appointed? 
A: On an annual ba i . 
Q: Will the chairmanship be rotated? 
A: No. Selections will be based primarily on ability to perform as a Council 

chairman. 
Q: Who will be involved in the selection proce ? 
A: A variety of ources will be used in the election of candidates a is normal 

with any Presidential appointment . 
Q: Are non-Council members eligible for selection as chairmen? 
A: Only current Council members will be con 'idered for selection. 

C. Council Functions 
Q: What are the key change- in Council functions under the new system? 
A: The propo. ed draft guidelines give major empha is to four major tasks 

which involve planning, review, and delivery of related grant program on a 
joint basis as the principal mission of regional Councils. 

Q: Isn't this part of what Councils are currently doing already? 
A: To some extC'nt that's true but the level of effort and performance to date 

has been somewhat uneven. The major change is a much clearer mandate for 
Councils to concentrate on joint program planning and delivery systems and to 

33-159-74--5 
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achieve a much clo~er and substantive working relationship with chief-elected 
officials on the priorities and integration of Federal grant programs to meet local 
needs. 

Q: What does this mean in operational terms for Council work items? 
A: Some examples might include: Other Council agencies jcining with HUD 

on Annual Arrangements in selected cities. Expansion of Chief Executive Review 
and comment procedures beyond Planning Variation cities. Promoting the use of 
the pilot Integrated Grant Application (IGA) system for closely related programs. 
Development of joint strategies for the allocation of pla.nning funds to Sta,te and 
local planning agencies. 

Q: How is the Council expected to resolve conflicts among members when 
joint action is required? 

A: The specific details of how the appeals system would work will require 
more time to develop. We are starting to work that out with the agencies now and 
your suggestions will be appreciated. Perhaps some issues should go through 
the working group and USG while others should go directly from the Council to 
the Under Secretary of the appropriate agency. We do know that the mechanism 
must be formal, easy to use and must require a response within a given period 
of time. 

Q: Who will be re. pon. ible for identifying issues and seeing them through to 
resolution? 

A: Fir. t, the Council itself. That will be a big part of its job. Second, the Chair-
man. As a Presidential designee he will have an extra responsibility in those 
areas that go beyond individual agency missions or require joint rather than 
individual action. Finally, the 0MB representative if it becomes necessary in 
order to achieve the proper functioning of the Council system. 

Q: Does this change mean that Councils can tell agencies what to do? Who to 
fund? When to fund them? 

A: No. Agency stewardship over their programs is continued. However, when 
a majority of the Councils wishes, it will be able to require reconsideration of 
agency action; obtain additional information, require that the agencie,;;' decisions 
be made at the Under Secretarial level and obtain formal responses from the 
agency if it decides to proceed despite the objections of the Council. 

Q: Does that mean that the chairman can still initiate a Washington review 
even if a majority of Council members vote to take another position? 

A: Yes. As a Presidentially-appointed chairman, he would have that prerogative. 
D. Decentralization 

Q: Joint deciflions on grant programs will require greater delegation of authority 
in some agencies. What is being done? 

A: We suggested the President contact the head of each member agency describ-
ing the changes he has proposed and requesting much greater empha::-i:-; on decen-
tralization. Some agencies have been asked to submit a report to 0MB in March 
de. cribing what actions are planned to increase the authority of their regional 
directors on this specific point. 

E. Staff Support for Councils 
Q: The changes proposed will mean a ~ubstantial increase in ·workload for 

Councils. What provision i. being made for staff support? 
A: To effectively strengthen the role of Councils, a number of changes will be 

required. These will probably include: A full-time staff director; increase in agency 
staff support with more emphasis on participation of top program managers in 
Council activities; assignment of well-qualified, senior-level personnel to the 
Council staff unit on a full-time basis; and more support from the 01'IB field 
representative. 

Q: Will Councils have any staff beyond people assigned from member agencies? 
A: No. However, Councilfl may find it neces. ary to adopt a joint staff approach 

imilar to the military departments on major programs. While the individuals 
would remain as agency employees, they might be a.~signed on a full-time ba:is to 
a program manager responsible to the Council for a specific acitvity. 
III. OMB/Agency Responsibilities 

Q: What changes are called for in OMB's re. ponsibilities for Regional Councils? 
A: Until now, OMB's role has been mainly developmental. The changes move 

the Council system from a developmental stage to a fully operational one and 
requires 0MB to assure it is functioning properly in response to the objectives 
the President has stated. 
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Q: What rol0 will the Under Secretaries Group now play? 
A: The USG will remain as the polic)- making bodr for Regional Councik Q: Does that mean that most new Washington initiatives relating to Regional Councils will originate with the USG? 
A: In most cases-yes. 
Q: There is no mention of an Under Secretaries Working Group. Will it continue as well? 
A: Yes, although agency representatives may reflect more direct responsibilities for grant management and policy making as will be true of Council staff members at the regional level. 
Q: What change, are involved for 0MB field repreRentatives? 
A: As Councils move toward greater maturity, 0MB field repreEentatives will participate more directly in the Council deliberations and activities. More time in the field will also be required in most cases. 
Q: Does that mean 02\IIB representatives will be voting members of the Councils? 
A: No. However, their participation is directed at assuring the Council system functions effectively with a particular re~ponsibility for expediting action when conflicts or problems arise along with the chairman. 
Q: Will Under Secretaries representatives to Councils be retained? A: The current evaluation of the USR experiment should be completed before a final decision is made but we assume the Under Secretaries will wish to continue some form of direct support and liaison with Councils. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I do not want to dwell on this point, but I think it 

is worth noting that when some of the agencies complained about 
0:.\1B dominance and suggested steps to limit its involvement, the 
011:B official who was then responsible for running the councils on 
a day-to-day basis is quoted in one study as follows: 

There may well be times 0MB will have to persevere despite a negative vote from the \Vorking Group or even the Under Secretaries. 
That statement is contained in a book by Dr. Martha Derthick, 

senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, who will testify on 
Thursday. 

:Mr. MALEK. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can only testify as to the 
present Under Secretaries group and my intentions. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. What are your intentions? 
::.\fr. MALEK. ::.\1y intentions are to work with the Under Secretaries 

group on a consensus basis. If we come to a split on a major issue 
where we cannot seem to come to a consensus, I do not think it is 
the province of 0MB to make that decision. I think the decision would 
have to be sent, with appropriate analysis on both sides of the argu-
ment, for the President's solution. I do not take it upon myself, nor 
does 0MB take it upon itself, to make decisions of this sort. We are 
an advisory agency. We are a staff agency. We do not have the au-
thority to make those kinds of decisions. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I could concur with that point of view. 
Mr. Garry Brown. 
~1r. BROWN of Michigan. Thank you, ~lr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen, assume for a moment I am a constituent from the Third 

Congressional District in Michigan. I have a question. I am aware of 
the concept, but frankly I cannot think of any example of the FRC 
region V in Chicago having performed any real function. 

What functions are performed, what decisions have been made, 
what manifestation of the existence of the region V council of which 
I should be aware am I not aware? 

Mr. l\IALEK. Of course, the average constituent is probably not 
going to be aware, nor is he going to be greatly, directly affected. The 
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constituents who are going to be affected are those who are on the 
end, or the receiving end of the various agency programs that most 
of our social programs are designed to benefit. 

I guess the answer would be that the prime thing that_ these coun-
cils are doing is trying to look at the problems in your area in total. 
They are not trying to look at the problems of, do you need more 
libraries? do you need more hospitals? do you need more roads? do you 
need more transit? They are not looking at these through narrow 
channels. What they are really trying to do is look at the broad prob-
lems of the community that you live in. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Such as? 
Mr. MALEK. Such as the kinds of things that I mentioned, educa-

tion, health, welfare, housing, employment, and the like. And rather 
than' address each of these problems, however, on an individual basis, 
try to look at them in total and set them in some order of priority and 
determine which ones need the greatest attention and need the great-
est focus, and then try to marshal Federal resources to meet the over-
all needs, rather than to meet narrow needs, which in some cases might 
overlap or might not really be needs. 

In other words, they are trying to take the programs and orient 
them to the real needs of your community. 

Mr. ZARB. Let me give you an example in your area. In a recent 
tour that I made through the regional councils, I was introduced to a 
number of local elected officials, and I met with the mayor of East St. 
Louis, who presented to me a rather large enterprise over a period of 
years that would have the impact of making the city of East St. 
Louis an independent economic entity. And the pieces of that picture 
included everything from law enforcement to manpower training, and 
the fact that he was attempting to describe to the Federal family all 
of the efforts that needed to take place to get to this ultimate goal 
and all of the Federal agencies who he was asking to participate as one 
unit toward this ultimate goal, the fact that that conversation was 
taking place was a first positive step forward, rather than he having 
to go from agency to agency to see what they could offer to fit into this 
entire picture. Not to suggest that all of those problems have been 
solved and he has gotten all the answers to all his questions. But the 
effort was there, and that is really the essence of what the council is 
trying to achieve. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. All right. But when you say you marshal 
your forces, basically most of these programs are under a formula under 
an application type arrangement coming out of specific budgets, out 
of specific programs. 

How do you marshal the forces to get the kind of impact you are 
talking about? 

How does the regional council? 
Mr. ZARB. Two ways, Mr. Brown. First, the grant areas particularly 

lend themselves to grantsmanship. Some communities have not 
developed the fine skill of grantsmanship, and the Federal regional 
council is a place where they can come to describe their goals and 
objectives and get some information as to the types of grants 
that are available and how they can be applied for, and then assistance 
in getting the applications completed. 

Secondly, when a project is looked at in its entirety by a number of 
Federal agencies, we are frequently able to organize or "block" the 
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grants, so that if we are going to build an industrial center, or help to 
build an industrial center, we are not digging a sewer line in one direc-
tion while the local elected officials are thinking about building in this 
other area and other Federal agencies are working in that other 
Federal area. So we begin to coordinate and direct our efforts toward 
these individual community goals. 

Again, let me emphasize that we do not have it fine-tuned to the 
point where this always happens all of the time. But that is clearly 
the direction in which we would like to move. 

Mr. MALEK. Maybe it would -be useful, sir, if two of our council 
chairmen and regional directors commented on some specific examples 
in their regions as to how this has worked. 

:Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. 
If I understand your question correctly, it has to do with how 

sensitive is your individual constituent to the presence and beneficial 
effects of the Federal regional council. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I am just saying, hypothetically, people 
have read much about and are aware of the concept of the Federal 
regional council. But I do not think the average person-in fact, the 
above-average person-has really much recognition of the mani-
festations of the activities of the Federal regional council. 

I am saying, as a pragmatist, as a realist, what are they? 
Mr. KELLY. I think that it will not necessarily follow that the 

individun1 will feel some exquisite beneficial effect and be able to 
identify. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Well, I mean the individual. What 
benefit docs he see? Does it come from the city government in all of 
these things? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. He sees it in improvement in the delivery 
system within his government if we are successful, and I think we 
have been incrementally, and I think we have been in rather dramatic 
ways. In certain instances, he will perceive an improvement and a 
facility in the system that delivers his services to him through the 
govermnental chain. He may not-

Mr. MALEK. I think what he is looking for, though, are some 
specific examples and a rationale that if you are talking to a less so-
phisticated group than this, just the average constituent, what can 
you say these regional councils are really accomplishing. And I 
think a good example is some of the work that you and Bob and others 
have done with the Indians, and you might want to describe, Bob, one 
of those projects. 

Mr. RosENHEIM. Well, you would not find, actually, a less so-
phisticated group when it comes to Federal grantsmanships than 
Indian reservations. We have 23 of them in our region, and we are 
working closely with any type of organization that they might put 
together, whether it be an association of the tribal chairmen, what-
ever. But we met with them last week, and one of the things that 
they said was that it was very difficult for them, for they could not 
travel to Denver all the time, and we obviously could not be at 24 
different reservations very often, particularly with the energy crisis. 

And so they come up with the idea of having a representative at the 
regional council representing the 24 Irnlian reservations. We are 
working on that. We hope to have a guy who will be their man, but 
located with the regional council at least a portion of the time, and 



66 

traveling around to the re. ervations, representing the Indian point 
of view, and making sure that everything that they want to know 
about programs they get to know, because as someone brought up, the 
figure that out of the 900 or 1,000, or whatever the nnmber of Federal 
programs there are, there are only something like 40 that are being 
utilized by any Indian anywhere in the United States. So that is one 
•example. 

Another example that I might give is that we have--
1\Ir. BROWN of l\Iichigan. Let me stop you there. 
Why in the Bureau of Indian Affairs and so on is not that messagf' 

gotten across as to the programs that are a-vai]able to Indian and 
what luffe you, rather than a regional council? 

1Ir. Ro::;ENHEil\L Because the very complexity and the numbers of 
them. I . uppose there just are not that many people who are--

Mr. BROWN of 11ichigan. Are you . aying that a Federal regional 
council in effect is more sensitive, more responsive to the problems of 
Indians than the Bureau of Indian Affair. ? 

1Ir. RosENHEIM. Kot really, but the Bureau of Indian Affairs dors 
not admini:-iter all of these programs. They arc administered by all 
of the other agencies. 

1Ir. BROWN of 1Iichigan. But hccause the Bureau does not adminis-
ter a program, it does not mean that it can help out those people that 
it doe::; administer the programs for "ith respect to other programs or 
other agencie. ? 

::\Ir. RosE1 HEHL Very true. But I can only state that, and I must 
belieYe that the Yery eomplexity and numbers of categorical progran1s 
that ha Ye built up over the last 15 or 20 year ' , there is too much for 
any--

1Ir. BRow of ~fichigan. But that is not my point, sir. l\ly point i 
that it seem to me that the Federal regional councils are dealing with 
a very basic problem, that problem being a system of deli very of 
Federal as i tance ancl services that are legislatively obsolete. And nm,·, 
I do not ee that e. tablishing a council is going to-it is a ban<l-ai<l in 
great part for the problems of the legislative makeup of the programs. 

Going back for a minute, in yonr water and SC\Yer programs, and all 
of these proirams, basically you have the State-determined priorities 
for the~e dinerent program.. 

To\\·, how can the Federal rC'gional council in effect subvert thr 
will of a program that says that the first determination shall be ·with 
the State as far a. priority before you get to the priority at the Federal 
le,-el on these different project '? 

Tow, how does the Federal reaional council work into that? 
~Ir. KELLY. I <lo not kno,v that there is any opportunity for sub-

Yersion, if I understand your question there. 
::\Ir. BROW1 of :Michigan. A bad choice of word.' . 
::\Ir. KELLY. Yes, 'ir. 
::\Ir. BROWN of 1 lichigan. Subordinate, then, the "·ill of the State, 

if you like that better. 
'l\Ir. KELLY. No, sir. I think the exp riencc with the couneil has 

been that we ha,?e been Yery, very en ·itfre to that prerogative in the 
legi. latirn mandate and the statutory requirement: and the regula-
tions. In all these instances, I cannot cite an instanc in my experien<"e 
\\·ith <'Olmcils over the last three years in \\·hich \\·e haxo really gotten 
into diffirulty that way, either legal or con.~ titutional. I think we ha\'e 
been Yrry, very careful to pre erve it. 
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1fr. BROWN of Michigan. Well, I think you see the point, though. 
When you get into a program that basically calls for State priority 
lists, basically the Federal regional council cannot do very much. 

1\Ir. KELLY. Yes, sir. But there are a thousand programs, and the 
ones that we do ha·rn discretionary authority in are numerous-
literallv in the hundreds. There are additional hundreds over which ,rn ha,::e no control, and by statute are formula grant programs. 

1vir. BROWN of Michigan. Let me move on. 
What intracouncil attempts are made to further consolidate 

activities of agencies within a functional area? 
For example, HUD's dealing with community development, 

housing, et cetera, DOT's mass transit, manpower, for instance, 
EP A's sewer programs, et cetera. 

Within the council, " -hat intra-agency activity or intracouncil 
activity is carried on to functionalize tho e things? 

1Ir. KELLY. Sir; there is an example that I could cite in a district 
served by a member of this committee, Mr. Hicks of Washington, 
in which the Navy is proposing to build a Trident submarine missile site in a rather remote area in the State of Washington on the Olympic 
Peninsula, and the effects on the community of Kitsap County, which is 
in Mr. Hicks' di trict, " ·ill be profound indeed in terms of schools, hospitals, roads, se,rnr systems and the general environment. 

The county commissioners have met with the Federal regional 
council on numerous occasions, and we have provided them assur-
ances that the Federal Government-HUD, HEW, OEO, EPA, all 
the Fclleral agencies " ·ithin the council, indeed, some others which are nm,- invoked in an ad hoc way-are brought into the proceedings 
of the council for this specific operation, like the Department of 
Commerce's Economic Development Administration. We will fa-
cilitate that county's planning for the impact of this submarine 
base in a rather remote area, so that they will not have to deal with 
10 or 12 different Federal agencies. We have one individual with 
whom the county commission of Kitsap County deals, and that person 
is a staff member on the Federal regional council. That person is a 
broker for all the Federal programs, a facilitater and ans,1rnrer of 
questions, and a general conveyer of ideas back and forth. That i 
working, I think, Yery well, and we are Yery mindful about the fact 
that this is Mr. Hicks' district, and he also has been quite active in 
helping us plan it. So this I think, is an example \\-here no grants, no 
specific grants are envisioned nmv, but ultimately we will get into 
planning moneys and that sort of thing. We are helping to lay plans 
in the Federal-county way. 

1Ir. BROWN of 1Iichigan. I think you possibly can see, however, 
the problem I envision in the greater tature for Federal regional 
councils because, for instance in Michigan ,rn have at the State 
le,~el an economic dernlopment group, et cetera, that attempts to 
do the very thing that you are talking about that you did in Hicks' 
district. And all you have done, to the extent that Federal regional 
councils get greater authority is, all you have done is make more 
remote to 1Iichigan by ha,,ing the regional council in Chicago that 
\\-hich we had at a nearer level before, it seems. 

Let me just go on for a second along the same lines. If we start 
talking about a full-time chairman, are we not then in the next logical 
step, to establish full-time staff and expanded staff, et cetera? 
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And at this point, do we not get into another layer of government, 
which complicates rather than simplifies the delivery of Federal 
services? 

Mr. MALEK. Mr. Brown, I think if we went in that direction we 
would have the danger of creating an extra layer of government, 
which is precisely why we do not want to move in that direction. As 
we stated earlier, the concept of a full-time chairman is something that 
we are experimenting with.We have not decided whether it is the thing 
to do yet or not. If we did move in that direction, he would be full 
time, but not in the precise definition of the word. Maybe, instead 
of spending 50 percent, he would be spending 75 percent of his time as 
council chairman. 

We continue to believe, however, that the other members of the 
council should continue to be devoting their time, the majority of their 
time, to their agencies. The staff that supports the council activity 
would continue to be assigned by the individual agencies and represent-
ing the agencies, and the council would function only as a mechanism 
to bring these people together to talk and to coordinate, but certainly 
not as an extra layer. 

You are looking for well-buttoned-up answers to questions that are 
not possible to answer in that way. I think you have to look at this 
from the point of view of the degree of improvement that can be 
attained in delivering Federal programs. And let us just look at a 
before and after. 

Before the council system was established, you would have a city, 
in your district or any district, which would really be competing with 
districts across the country for particular grants, and the amount of 
grants that a city would receive would be highly dependent on the 
sophistication and the grantsmanship abilities of the people employed 
by that city. If they knew how to cut through the Federal redtape, if 
they knew how to lobby in Washington and get things done, they 
would have a much better chance of getting a bigger slice of the pie. 

Even more serious, I think, within the same city you would have 
agencies competing with one another, so that in a given city maybe 
health care was a major problem and that is where the most Federal 
funds ought to be devoted. However, vocationu1 education might have 
someone who worked in Washington in the Bureau of Vocational 
Education or Vocational Rehabilitation, which would be even a better 
example, who really knows how to work and get those grants in. So 
you might have a mammoth vocational rehabilitation program, more 
than you really justify, when your real priority is in a broader kind of 
heal th care. 

Well, what we are trying to do with this council system is get these 
agencies out working with the State and local officials to better under-
stand the total needs of that community, so that they can help to 
devise grant programs that will meet those needs, so the city is not as 
dependent on the grantsmanship abilities of the employed people of 
the city. 

Further than that, we are trying to move toward an approach which 
provides money to these people with less strings attached. And here I 
am speaking of the block grant, the special revenue sharing, the general 
revenue sharing, which puts the funds into the hands of these various 
cities on a more equitable basis, on a formula basis, and then leaves it 
to that local official to decide how to use the funds. 
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So that is kind of the before and after, and that is what we are 
striving for. Now, we are not all the way there yet. There is a long way 
to go, and I am not sure that we are ever going to get all the way there. 
But we are proceeding in degrees, and to the extent we can we are 
improving the planning and the delivery of these various Federal 
programs, so that they make more sense and really meet the needs of 
these cities. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. One final comment, not a question. Some-
one mentioned about one-stop service centers that Agriculture is 
trying. GSA has a regional center. If there is one real problem, it 
seems to me, with the people appreciating Government and what the 
Government is doing to somewhat lessen the remoteness that people 
feel toward their Government, it would be a central information center, 
not one by Agriculture, not one by GSA, not one by someone else, 
and not one just for Federal Government services, but one that 
basically can contemplate the one-step referral, which I have advo-
cated for my district. I have tried to get this to go in some of my cities, 
and I think a post office is the logical place to have an information 
center where someone understands the different agencies, activities, 
programs, et cetera, and that they go there, they get a one-stop referral, 
not just a Federal agency, but if the State or local government is 
doing something in that area, then it is a referral; if the charitable 
nonprofit sector is doing something in that activity, it knows that 
program, it gets a referral there. 

I think this would be so helpful in eliminating the complete remote-
ness that people feel toward the Government that it supports. So I 
would hope that in any of these activities, instead of GSA putting a 
lot of its funds into an information center, and Agriculture and some-
body else, that basically through accommodation of Federal, local and 
maybe even community chest funds that you come up with such a one, 
an information center that is capable of making one-stop referrals. 
It does not handle the things, but it makes one-stop referrals, so that 
you do not get bucked from this office to that office and still a third 
office. 

Mr. MALEK. I think it is a very worthwhile idea, and one that we 
should pursue. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Thank you very much. I ask my col-
leagues' forgiveness for taking so much time. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. It looks like we are taking longer than we had antici-
pated, and perhaps I should have adopted a rule concerning time to 
begin with. But I think this is an important subject, and I am anxious 
that all members have an opportunity to explore it fully with the 
witnesses. 

Although I still have a number of questions which I think need to 
be answered for adequate development of the record, I am going to 
yield to you, Mr. Steelman, and I hope that you will limit your 
questioning, insofar as you can. We will make arrangements for re-
sponse to our remaining questions later. 

Mr. STEELi\IAN. I thank you for your courtesy, l\1r. Chairman. 
And as one member of the subcommittee, Mr. Malek, I want to 

welcome you and your colleagues to this hearing on the "New 
Federalism." 

I think you are uniquely qualified for this question because, as I 
recollect, you have been here from the start and have been, I am sure, 
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a part of the development of the philosophy behind the "New Federal-
ism." And I wonder if you could for the record briefly state the philoso-
phy of the "New Federalism" as you see it? 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
The philosophy of the "New Federalism," in its most fundamental 

form, is that government should be moved closer to the people that it 
serves and that decisions on the use of Government funds hould be 
made by those people closer to the people it serves. Because these 
people closer to the actual voters are going to be more sensitive to the 
needs, they are going to be better able to set the priorities and they are 
going to be more in a position of being held accountable by the voter. 

Further, we feel that the great burgeoning of Federal programs and 
the complexities involved therewith have resulted in a great deal of 
ineffectiveness in the delivery of Federal programs. And so, here again, 
to the extent that ·we can get more decisionmaking in the hands of the 
State and local elected officials, we are going to be able to improve the 
effectivene s with which these funds are used. 

A third element of the "New Federalism," and one that is not or has 
not been debated too widely, is to provide, to go even further than the 
devolution of responsibility to the State and local official, and go to the 
individual himself. And this approach, I think, is reflected in such pro-
grams as the basic opportunity grants program for higher education, 
where we shift from giving funding to a particular university and put 
the funds in the hands of the needy student himself, who then has 
the ability to determine the university or college that he will attend. 

It is reflected in our general tendency to move toward income as-
sistance to the needy, as opposed to various categorical assi~ttmce. 

These are the basic precepts that underlie the "New Federalism." 
Mr. STEEL:\IAN. All right. Specifically, what are its key components? 

I know revenue sharing is a component, the regional councils are 
components, but what nm some others? 

}\1r. 1'1ALEK. Revenue sharing, as you point out, is the corner-
stone. General revenue sharing is the principal cornerstone that has 
been enacted by legislation. There have been two special revenue 
sharing measures that have been enacted, t.he Law Enforcement 
A sistance Admini. tration Act and the recently completed ~Ianpower 
Act. And then other forums in the field of education, community 
development, and transportation are being proposed. 

This, we feel, is the cornerstone of the "New Federali::,m." Beyond 
that, we have tried to integrate funds " ·here possible, and currently 
have before the Congress a piece of legislation on integrated f uncling 
that will be testified on later. 

A further component of "New Federalism" is, where you cannot 
legi latively combine the delivery of programs to work in a coopera-
tive fashion between the Federal agencies and between the Federal 
Government and State and local government so as to achieve a more 
coordinated approach to the solution of local problems. 

Mr. STEEL1IAN. Is that where the regional councils come in? 
Mr. MALEK. That is where the regional councils come in. 
Along with the regional councils, it is important that authority for 

making many program decisions are delegated to the regions, so that 
these regional officials who are out there in dialog with the State and 
local officials, and who know first hand the needs in that area, can 
make the decisions on how to allocate grants within a given State or 
·within a given region. 
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11r. STEELMA, T. All right. Do you have anything further on that? 
Mr. MALEK. Well, beyond that, a further concept of "New Federal-

ism" is to simplify and streamline the whole grant process, to eliminate 
some of the mountains of redtape that must be gone through at the 
present time, to eliminate the vast amount of knowledge that a State 
or local official must have to apply for a grant, and to make it easier 
for them to understand what these programs are all about, and to get 
funding from these programs. 

Mr. STEELMAN. So, philo ophically, it i both procedural and sub-
stantive, revenue sharing being the major substantive cornerstone 
and the Federal regional councils and this integrated funding con-
cept being the major procedural cornerstones? 

Is that correct? 
Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STEELl\IAN. All right. 
As we move more and more to revenue sharing, and we are operating 

under general revenue sharing now-I know there are several pecial 
revenue-sharing programs-how will the relationship of the Federal 
regional councils shift as opposed to their relationship now with what 
is essentially categorical grants and block grants and general revenue 
sharing? 

Mr. MALEK. I think as we move further and further toward a 
revenue-sharing approach, the role of the regional council will become 
less one of counseling on how to apply for grants and planning for the 
grant assistance, and it will move more to one of technical assistance, 
whereby the councils would be working with the State and local offi-
cials to lend expertise in specialized areas. 

They might, for example, be able to tell a mayor in Fort Worth 
how a program in Oklahoma City was done in vocational rehabilita-
tion, and lend some useful advice and guidance in that regard. It can 
provide a cross-fertilization because of its specialty in a particular 
programmatic area. So it would become more one of thi kind of 
assistance and guidance kind of consulting, and less one of planning the 
use of funds, since the funds would be more at the discretion then of 
the elected officials. 

However, I think it will be a long time before we ever get to the 
point of having so many programs in the revenue-sharing mold. There 
will continue to be, I think, a number of categorical program. that 
will need to be coordinated by the regional councils, and thereby, we 
would envision that the regional councils would endure for a period 
of time. 

:Mr. STEEL:\IAN. 0 K. 
On another matter, when the Office of Management and Budget 

decides to recommend to the President that funds be impounded in 
any area, do you a k the regional councils or the-what do you call 
it, the Secretaries? 

Mr. MALEK. The Under Secretarie. group. 
).Ir. STEEL:\IAN. Do you ask them for their recommendations, or 

do you ask them what impact impoundment of water and sewer money. 
for example, would have in region X or in region VI, or whatever? 
Or is this a decision made at the Washington level strictly? 

).fr. 11ALEK. It i~ a decision that is made with the benefit of advice 
from a number of quarters, including the region but not ahrnys from 
the region. Really, for that kind of decision the Pre i<lent ,rnuld rely 
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on the advice of the head of the agency, who in turn would take into 
account the local conditions as reflected to him by his regional director. 

Mr. STEELMAN. OK. Well, we could spend all duy on impoundment. 
That is not our purpo e in being here, so I will not pursue that further. 
Maybe we can have another occasion to do that. 

Two final minor questions. Is there any relationship between the 
regional councils and the Council of Governments? You know, these 
Council of Government that cities and countie are part of? 

Mr. MALEK. Yes. There i a relationship; and I will ask Mr. Zarb 
to amplify on it. 

Mr. ZARB. The relationship is informal. There is no formal structure 
that makes a linkage, and it varies from region to region based upon 
the Council of Governments' strength and role within a given region, 
which varies by degrees; but there is at least a communication between 
the two group. in many in tances, if not all-the A-95 mechanism 
being the primary vehicle which they would have reason to be talking 
with one another. 

Mr. STEELMA~T· Well, the purpose of these COG' i essentially the 
same at the local level as the regional councils at the Federal level, is 
it not? That they are a orting out, coordination body? 

Mr. ZARB. Yes. The one portion that relates to the grant application 
and its impact on surrounding communities-that portion of regional 
council work i done locally by COG's. That is correct. 

Mr. STEELMAN. OK. 
One final question. As these regional councils Rit in thoir respective 

regions, is there any binding authority on the in<liviclual regional 
directors? That is, if a decision is made by the regional council ,Yith 
respect to an integrated grant application-say a city applies for a 
water or sewer thing that requires cooperation of several agencies-if 
that regional council decides in favor of the grant, is that decision 
binding on the individual directors? 

Mr. MALEK. It is not binding in the exact sense of the word. This 
is omething that is done with the agreement of the agency heads in-
volved. And you would expect that once you would agree to a par-
ticular approach that you would stand by that agreement, but there 
might be circumstanres by which he would ham to reverse his position. 
But it i. not solidly binding. 

Mr. ZARB. Mr. Steelman, when that occurs-and to the best of my 
knowledge it has only happened once prior to our being involved-
when that occurs the process is to escalate the problem to the Under 
Secretaries group so that the Under Secretary who represents that 
particular agency where there was dissenting point of view would sit 
among his peers at that level to make his presentation of their point 
of view. And usually at that level it could be resolved. 

But we just have not had that kind of exchancre. 
Mr. STEELMAN. All right. Thank you. I have no further quc , tion ·, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Malek, the subcommittee ha. received a state-

ment from Dr. George D. Greenberg of the University of 1Iichigan 
on decentralization efforts at HEW. The tatement, which will be 
introduced into our hearing record at another time, make. the inter-
e ting point that decentralization i. a complex process which pre ·ents 
choices to administrators who u e it for policy ends. 
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"Decentralization," he says, "can be used as an ndministrative tool 
to better foster the achievement of central admini trator' purpo es. 
On the other hand, decentralization can be used to fo ter the values 
of increased local repre entation or participation in decisionmaking." 

He goes on to say, and I quote: 
It is my belief that decentrnlizn.tion at HEW was n.n administrative tmtegy 

primarily de igned to foster the responsiveness of the administration of HEW 
programs to policy direction from the Secretary and his repre entative in the 
regions by bypm,sing the centralized bureau structure in Washington. The cen-
tralized bureaus were perceived as unrespon. ive to Secretarial policy initiatives. 

Do you agree with Dr. Greenberg that administrators must make 
the choice between these two decentralization goals which he says are 
not entirely compatible? 

Mr. MALEK. I think that the job of the regional officials are to take 
the policy guidance from their program leadership in Washington and 
work with the local officials to apply them in a way that best meets 
the local needs. 

And I do not think they are incompatible. I do not think it is 
incompatible to have a certain policy that you are going to follow, 
and yet be re. pon 'ive to the needs of the locality. And that is what 
they are really trying to do. 

I do disagree with his statement as to the intent of the decentrali-
zation in HEW. Having been a part of the re ponsibility for starting 
the decentralization program back in 1969, I can say fir thand that 
our intent there was to cut redtape and to put more deci ions in the 
hands of the officials in the field who were clo. er to the problems and 
who knew better what the prioritie might be in a local area. And 
that really was the intent of our decentralization program. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Do you agree with his conclusion that decentraliza-
tion in the case of HEW ha been pursued over the pa t several years 
as an administrative reform to strengthen agency responsiveness to 
the Secretary, and to help implement the Secretary's goals more 
effectively? 

Mr. MALEK. I do not agree with that and I do not think it does 
really increase re ponsiveness to the Secretary. I think it increases 
respon ivenes to the needs of the States and of the counties and of 
the citie . 

When you take authority that is centralized and you place it out 
into the field, and you increase the number of deci ion points that are 
being made on individual grant program , you are dispersing authority 
rather than centralizing. 

As a matter of fact, it was for thi very reason that much of the 
decentralization r.>fforts in HEW were oppo~ed by some of the program 
chiefs here in Washington. They felt it would diminish their own 
authority to make grants and give it to field people; and they felt that 
wa not desirable because they felt their judgment was better than 
tho e in the field. 

We felt the opposite. We felt-and a number of program chiefs 
agreed with us-that really the people in the field were in a better 
position to make these judgments. And if we did not have the right 
people in the field, if they really were not competent, then we hould 
begin a process of taking our most capable people from the program 
agencie and transferring them into the field where we felt those 
deci 'ions should be made. 
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),Ir. FouNTAIN. I regret that the limitation of time is such that we 
rcannot ask followup questions to discuss a point of this kind more 
.adequately; perhaps we can do so at another time. 

We discussed a short while ago the somewhat related view that the 
regional councils are intended, or may be intended, to create a Presi-
dential presence in the field. 

Now, stated in the jargon of the political scientist, the councils 
serve to enable the politically responsible executive-in this case the 
President-to exercise policy control over bureaucrats. In other words, 
the principle, in political science terms, is that the politically account-
able generalist should maintain control over program specialists. 

Do you subscribe to this theory of administration? 
Mr. MALEK. Well, I think on a broad national level we have sub-

scribed to that in the type of structure that has been set up, with 
Cabinet officers and subcabinet officers appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. 

However, this is at the policy setting level. At the regional level we 
are concerned more with the implementation of those policies than 
we are ·with the setting of the policies. Their primary responsibilities 
are operational. 

And here I ascribe to the view that you should have a generalist who 
looks across the board at the many programs and manages the activity 
of the agency-a generalist rather than a specialist in a particular 
program. 

As to his political accountability, I would say that he is going to be 
accountable to the Secretary, as any regional director is. However, I 
do not believe that it is so much a political responsibility as it is a 
substantive one. 

i\fr. FouNTAIN. We also discussed a short ·while ago the role of the 
Uno.er Secretaries group, which you chair, in providing policy guidance 
to the councils. I want to make reference in the context of OMB's 
relationship with the councils to a number of newspaper articles which 
appeared earlier this month in connection with two memoranda which 
you are said to have '\\Titten while on the White House staff in 1972. 

These newspaper articles, :Mr. Malek, haYe already been given a 
fairly \Yide circulation. Frankly, I hesitate to ask you about them, 
because you are now serving in a different capacity, and I certainly 
do not want to do anything that would handicap you in your present 
position. In fact, I would hope that our discussion ·will help 
to strengthen you from here on. We all profit from our experience. 

~{y purpose in discussing these reports is related solely to exam-
ining implications of certain statements attributed to you for the 
operation of the councils and for the grant programs. 

I do think we need to make it very clear that grant programs 
should be operated and handled on their merits. In order to focus 
this discussion, I \\'ill limit my references to the front page story 
which appeared in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch on January 14 under 
the byline of Robert Adams. That tory and a companion story which 
appeared in the same paper on January 15 will be entered in our 
hearing record. 

You are generally familiar with these news stories, I imagine. 
[The articles ref erred to follow:] 

-
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[From the t. Louis Po:-t-Dispatch, ,Tan. 14, 1974] 

REPORTS U. '. GRANTS WENT To HELP N1xoN 
(By Robert Adam , a Wa hington Corre pondent of the Post-Dispatch) 

Washington, Jan. 14-A ~ecret White Hou e plan to bend the power of virtually 
every major federal department to the re-election needs of President Richard M. 
Nixon was drawn up and apparently implemented in the 1972 campaign, confi-
dential documents showed todav. 

Copies of the document.', obtained by the Pm,t-Dispatch, indicate that the 
weeping plan wa" drawn up in the spring of 1972 and that implementation wa 

under way by June of that year. 
One document-an eight-page memo dated March 17, 1972 prepared under the 

supervi'ion of Frederic V. :Malek who was then on the White Hou-:e staff-out-
lines a number of proposal for increa -ing the political responsivenes. of agencie~ 
and seeing that certain federal grant funds were "rechanneled" for political 
purposes. 

It also include detailed instructions on how to keep the plan secret and how to 
shield the White House from responsibilit~· if the plan should become known. 

A second document, also prepared under Malek' supervi -ion, i dated June 7, 
1972, and represents a progress report. 

The second memo claim:,; credit for a broad range of activity, including the 
return of subpenaed material to a Philadelphia labor union because the business 
agent of the union was a Republican supporter and in a key po::;ition to influence 
blue-collar votes. 

It abo claims credit for getting a $2,200,000 grant for migrant workers in Texa 
switched from one group to another becau ·e the latter was con::;idercd more favor-
able to the Nixon Administration. 

The June 7 memo indicatei:! also that an elaborate mechanism for makin(l' the 
various departments and agencies "re. ponsive"-directed from the ·white Hou. e-
was actually set up, ·with a certain official, usually the under Secretary, designated 
as the political contact point in most departments. 

Both memo - were addre::3sed to IL R. Haldeman, who wa then White Hou e 
chief of staff. 

As written, the document appear to add a new dimension to the political 
scandal , enveloping the Nixon Admini tration as a result of the 1972 campaign. 

Copie:'i of the documents are in the po -session of the Senate \Vatergate com-
mittee, v,;hich is known to be inve -tigating the ·ituation. 

Existence of a plane to politicize at least part of the federal grant-making 
process-known broadly as the "Responsiveness Program"-came to light la t 
Nov mber, when William :\farumoto, the Administration's man in charge of 
programs for ~panish-speaking Americans, testified before the Senate committee. 
Marumoto said a political clearance was sometime, necessary from the Nixon 
re-election committee before a grant could be made. 

His testimony hinted at a broader plan involving variou voting blocs and 
government agencies. But the full ize and cope of the operation had not been 
previous!~~ re\·ealed. 

Reached by the Po t-Dispntch, both l\lalek and \Villiam Gifford, another 
former \Vhite Hou e aid involved in the program, acknowledged the existence of 
the memos but downgraded their significance. 

Malek, who is now deputy director of the Office of :\'lnnagement and Budget, 
. aid the main thru t of the program was to make ure the Pre ·ident got . ome of 
the credit for what his Administration wa doing, and to make the top officials of 
Cabinet department and agencic aware of their political respon:ibilitie . 

"fa;sentially, it con i. ted cf alerting them to the fact that they should be 
en. itive to the political influence that can be gained from grants that can be 

made," ~Ialek aid. "\Ve wanted to make -ure that the normal requc::--t. that came 
in from Congre · men on both side~ of the aisle ,vere considered not only in light 
of what they'd mean for that Congre ·. man, but in light of what political effect, 
or what political advantage, it would have for the Pre -ident." 

As for the progre. s report of June 7, :i\1alck said it involved taking credit 
for things which, for the most part, would have happened anyway. 

"I remember pulling together a progres: report hccause we were under pre.'sure 
to meet a deadline," Malek sa.id. "It was just, frankly, fluffed up a little bit to 
assure Bob (Haldemn.n) thu.t thing were okay." 

The pres ·urc for a. report, Malek said, came from Hnldcmn.n. 
Gifford in.-isted thu.t the reports, which went to Haldeman under Malek's 

name, "simply do not reflect what was actually done. 
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"We had some great memowriters floating around who did little else," he said. 
He claimed that the project as a whole was never really implemented. 

Both denied that the project was an effort to buy votes or to exercise an im-
proper politicn.l influence over federal agencies. 

The first memo, dated Mn.rch 17, was described by Malek in a cover sheet as 
"a paper outlining our proposed progrn.m for improving Departmental respon-
siveness in support of the president's re-election. It has been reviewed and con-
curred in by Bill Gifford." 

The memo said the plan should be stn.rted as Roon as possible "if you wish 
to take advantage of discretionary resources (federal grant money) remaining 
this fiscal year." 

The memo lays heavy stress on the need to get cabinet departments to initin.te 
action by themselves, rather than simply respond to individual White House 
wishes. 

"The Department of Commerce provides a good example," the memo stated. 
"To date Gifford has made some 35 requests. Most of these involved expediting 
the normal grant-reviewing process and securing the release of information. Ap-
proximately a dozen of these requests resulted in favorable grant decisions (which 
otherwise would not have been made) involving roughly $1,000,000. Politically 
these actions have been most beneficial. 

"Nevertheless, in spite of this achievement, the potential is much greater," the 
memo said. "In the Commerce Department, for example, there is nearly $700,000,-
000 in funds remaining in this fiscal year and over $700 million in next fiscal year 
which could be redirected in some manner." 

The memo goes on to tick off the funds available for various programs, and adds: 
"Even if only 5 per cent of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more di-

rectly on target groups or geograpbi.c areas, it would be a substantial increase over 
the current efforts." 

The memo calls for every department to initiate its own plan for "systematically 
but discreetly," seeking out ways to affect key target areas, plus follow-through 
by the White House to make sure the plans are implemented. 

"The political priorities would be spelled out in terms of key states and major 
voting bloc groups upon which department action could have an impact," the 
memo continues. 

The document breaks down departmental activities into "positive decisions" 
such as grants, loan , contracts and subsidies, and "negative actions" such as 
taking legal or regulatory action against a group or cutting back a program. 

Attention should be focused on areas "where the payoff is the greatest" in 
political terms, the memorandum said. 

"Also, under this program, the departments would be expected to cultivate the 
leaders or organized groups that are affected by the department to gain their 
support" for Mr. Nixon's re-election, the memorandum continued. 

"Similarly, the departments would be expected to take discreet and subtle 
steps to gain employee support of the President's re-election." 

Under "possible drawbacks," the memorandum listed adverse publicity as the 
main consideration. 

"Naturally, steps would be taken (1) to ensure that information about the pro-
gram itself and the departmental plans would not be leaked and (2) keep the 
President and the White House disassociated with the program in the event of a 
leak." 

To ensure that, the memorandum says, written communications would be kept 
to a minimum. Most reports would be given orally. Oral and written communica-
tions inside a department "would be structured to give the impression that the 
program was initiated by the department head without the knowledge of the White 
House." 

In setting up the program, the memorandum says, "the departments must be 
given a clear understanding of what is expected of them in carrying out the pro-
gram, as well as the President's full backing of the program. 

"To demonstrate presidential support, it should first be covered briefly at a 
Cabinet meeting." 

Malek told the Post-Dispatch that the above passage was meant as a request 
for Mr. Nixon's support, and did not reflect actual knowledge or support by the 
President. 

He said Haldeman later vetoed the Cabinet briefing, and had Malek meet 
separately with the various agency heads. 

In the June 7 memorandum to Haldeman, actions taken regarding the "re-
sponsibility program" were neatly broken down by department and agency. 
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There were six for the Department of Labor, three for the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, one for the Department of Trnnsportation, 
one for the Small Business Administration, and one for the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. 

One of the more interesting entries was "DOL-1" involving the Labor Depart-
ment. The memorandum s:1id a Nixon campaign operative in Pennsylvania had 
requested that certain subpenaed materials be returned to a labor union in 
Philadelphia. 

"The business agent of the union is a Republican supporter and could be very 
helpful to the Administrn.tion in impacting the blue-collar vote in a key county," 
the memorandum said. 

It noted that the request was made on May 23, 1972, and that soon afterward 
"the books were returned ... and the union given a clean bill of health." 

The memorandum did not specify what federal body had subpenaed the union's 
records, or why. Malek and Gifford said they could not recall the specific incident. 

The memorandum noted also that a Labor Department grant of $2,200,0000 
had been scheduled to go to an antipoverty group in Texas that was considered 
anti-Administration. The Labor Department "had already announced that the 
(anti-Nixon) groups have the best proposal," the memorandum said. 

It said, however, that after the department was asked to give the money to a 
pro-Administration group, "Labor has reversed its stand." 

The memorandum makes two apparently contradictory references to a potential 
suit by the EEOC against a Texas university for alleged racial discrimination 
in the hiring of faculty. 

In a summt1.ry, the memorandum says that "this could be disastrous in Texas" 
and that "when queried, Brown (William Brown), chairman of EEOC, agreed 
to pursue it." At another point, however, the memorandum quotes Brown as 
saying that no such action was contemplated, but the memorandum adds, '' This 
should be followed carefully." 

Other actions described in the memorandum indicated that politics apparently 
was a key factor in a number of grant decisions. Inner-city projects, for example, 
were consistently referred to as having little impact on Mr. Nixon's re-election-
presumably because the black vote was expected to be overwhelmingly 
Democratic. 

The document said that Cleveland Mayor Ralph J. Perk had requested $6,500,-
000 for his public employment program. The memorandum said, however, that 
"there would be little additional impact by creating additional jobs for inner-city 
workers." 

It noted also, that "there could be significant negative impact" if the funding 
level of $3,000,000 was not maintained. The program, it said, would be re-funded 
at $3,000,000. 

The memorandum cited a request from Perk that his office, rather than the city 
school board, be given control of the federally financed Neighborhood Youth 
Corps program. "Perk has been told by DOL (the Department of Labor) that he 
can have the responsibility if he wants it," the memorandum said. 

On another matter, the memorandum cites a request from a Nixon operative in 
Los Angeles for financing a $2,000,000 Model Cities project in a Mexican-American 
neighborhood without alienating the city's black community. 

"There is great potential for the Administration" in the Mexican-American 
project, the memorandum said. "HUD is preparing an action plan for funding the 
project without causing tension in Watts (the black area of Los Angeles)." 

"The program is designed to impact inner-city residents, and thus does not fall 
within our political guidelines," the memorandum said of a request for help for a 
black-oriented recreational project in Cleveland. Only half the requested amount 
was given, the document said. 

Beyond this, the memorandum outlines general actions by the White House 
designed to build "a political network in each dep2.rtment." 

It said that Malek had met with all Cabinet members except William Rogers, 
who was then Secretary of State, to outline the program. In addition, it said, he 
had met with heads of key agencies including Action, the Envirnomental Protec-
tion Agency, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Small Business Admin-
istratiqn, the General Services Administration and the Veterans Administration. 

At the meetings, the memorandum said, Malek emphasized the need "to make 
re-election support the top priority" and the need "to respond to requests in this 
regard." 

Malek said that two of his own staff members "have been relieved of other 
responsibilities to concentrate on this." 

33-159-74-6 
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[From the Rt. LouiR PoRt-DL·pateh, .Tan. 15, 1974] 

INNER-CITY YOUTHS SUFFER FR0!\1 POLITICAL SWITCH 

(By Robert Adam , n. WaHhington Correspondent of the Post-Dispatch) 
WASHING'ION, January 1 :5.-As the)' stood in line for paychecks that were not 

thNr, the )Touth of Clev<>land's inner cit)' may havf' vrnndered last year why their 
, ummrr job program had been turned over to City Hall the )"ear before. 

Ifad the)' known of a memorn.ndum on the desk of H. R. (Bob) Haldeman, 
then Pre. ident Richard ::\1. Nixon'R chief of staff, the reaRonR might have been 
clear. The Republicn.n mn.)TOr of Cleveland wanted control of the progmm, the 
memornndum said; therefore, he should havr it. 

The memorandum was a "progreHs report" on whn.t the White Hou. e in 1972 
was en.Hing its responsivenef;. program. The progrn.m, as outlined in that and 
other documents, was designed to use the power of virtually every major federal 
agenC)' to n.id in Mr. Nixon's re-election. 

The memorn.ndums came to light yesterdn.y when the PoRt-Dispatch disclosed 
thn.t the)- outlined a sweeping pbn to politicize the various Cabinet departments. 
The pl::m included "rrch,mneling" certain federal money so that it would bring 
in the mo.' t votes for the President. 

How effective the plan proved to be is open to dispute. Frederic V. Malek, 
the White House aid who supervised the memorandum-writing, says some of the 
"progress" he claimed was actually fluff to make Haldeman happy. On the summer 
job program for Cleveland, the Department of Labor official who gave it to the 
city hall says it was part of the Admini -tration's over-all plan to give mayors 
and governors more control over federal money. 

"\Vhatever the case, three facts are indisputable. The Neighborhood Youth 
Corps program was, in fact, taken out of the hands of the Cleveland School Board, 
which had run it as a combined work and education program, and given to city 
hall. The political impact on Mr. Nixon was discussed at high levels of the White 
House. And the program-in it. fir t summer of complete control by the city-
resulted in confu ion. 

"Thi. show the kind of political p;ames they (the Nixon Administration) were 
playing with children," Raid Repre entativ Louis ,_ tokes (Dem.), Cleveland, 
who had fought to keep the Youth Corp under the School Board. 

"Everything was calibrated in terms of how best to perpetuate Richard Nixon 
in office. Everything cl. e was dispensable. The blacks played no part in their 
f;trategy, because they knew they couldn't get the bhck vote. The human priori-
ties-such as the problem of the poor-were never considered." 

The memorandum from Malek's office to Haldeman puts it in simple terms. 
The document was dated June 7, 1972-10 days before the \Vatergate br ak-in 
that was to cloud the Nixon Administration. 

Republican ::\1ayor Ralph J. Perk, thr memorandum said, had asked for con-
trol of th0 Youth Corp. program. "The program hires inner-cit)· youths for sum-
mer job , and would have no sprcial impact on the re-election," the memorandum 
went on. "Perk ha. been told b)T DOL (the Department of Labor) that he can 
have the responsibility if he wants it." 

The memorandum added a footnote. "Ilt' is now recon idering his rcque t, 
given minimal benefits for a great deal of work." 

But Perk P.tuck to his request. A spokesman told the Pm;t-Dispatch in a tele-
phone interview that the schools had been running what many considered do-
nothing programs. The city planned to give them genuine work experience, the 
spokesman said. 

Thr cit:v's school suprrintendent, Paul W. Briggs, ha. a different view. The 
schools, he said, were mixing education into the job. ; under one program, a child 
could gt't a semester of college credit and put it in e-;crow while he wa' till in 
high school. 

"At no time could I get an answer from the Department of Labor about why 
they were changing it," Briggs ays. "'V<' were told, in the corridors, that the 
decision wa. made by the White House. But the White Hou e wouldn't return 
our phone call -." 

Malcolm R. Lovell Jr., who was then assistant secretary of labor for manpower 
programs, says politic. was not behind the deci:,::ion. Call from Congre. men 
of both parties, he . ays, were frequent, as were calls from the White House, 
but nobody got pecial treatment. 

" Iy superiors were protective," Lovell . aid, "They wanted us to operate 
with a minimum of political influence." 
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The Nixon Administration, he said, was simply giving mayors more responsi-
bility in line with its revenue-sharing approach. 

"I told the mayor: You're nuts to try it. It's a can of worms. Everybody will 
get mad at you," Lovell says. But Perk decided he wanted the responsibility. 

The city took part of the control in 1972, and full control in 1973. Last summer, 
the program had more than its share of problems; some of the young, inner-
city workers were not paid on time, and the local news media ran story after 
story about the fiasco. 

In an earlier memorandum obtained by the Post-Dispatch, dated March 17, 
1972, Malek's group claimed that $1,000,000 in grant money had been directed 
to politically beneficial areas, but said $700,000,000 remained in the Commerce 
Department-alone in that fiscal year. 

"Even if only 5 per cent of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more 
directly on target groups or geographic areas, it would be a substantial increase 
over the current efforts," the memorandum said. 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
1fr. FouNTAIN. If any statement that I quote from that January 14 

news story is inaccurate, please do not hesitate to interrupt me. 
The Post Dispatch refers to documents reportedly written by :you 

to Mr. H. R. Haldeman. The first document, identified as an eight-
page memorandum dated :March 17, 1972, according to the Post-
Dispatch, outlines a number of proposals for increasing the political 
responsiveness of agencies and seeing that certain Federal grant funds 
were "rechanneled" for political purposes. 

The story says it was described in a covering sheet as, and I quote: 
A paper outlining our proposed program for improving departmental respon-

siveness in support of the President's re-election. 
The story goes on to say, and I quote: 
The memo calls for every department to initiate its own plan for "systematically 

but discreetly," seeking out ways to affect key target areas, plus followthrough by 
the White House to make sure the plans are implemented. 

It then quotes from your memorandum as follows: 
The political priorities would be spelled out in terms of key states and major 

voting block groups on which department action could have an impact. 
The second document, a June 7, 1972, memorandum, is said to 

represent a progress report. According to the Post-Dispatch, this 
June 7 memorandum indicates also that an elaborate mechanism for 
making the various departments and agencies "responsive"-directed 
from the White House-was actually set up, with a certain official, 
usually the Under Secretary, designated as the political contact 
point in most departments. 

Now, Mr. Malek, we will give you a chance to explain whether or 
not you wrote such memorandums on March 17 and June 7, and 
whether the quotations and interpretations I have read do in fact relate 
to those memorandums? Would you please be as brief as you can, 
though. 

Mr. 11ALEK. The memorandums were prepared by members of my 
staff and I do take responsibility for them. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Are any of those quotations in any way inaccurate? 
Mr. MALEK. Pardon? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Are any of those quotations in any way inaccurate? 
Mr. MALEK. I do not have the memorandums in front of me; but if 

those arc excerpts from the memorandum , I would--
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Do you have a copy of the memorandums? 
Mr. ~1:ALEK. Yes, sir. Not with me, but--
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Mr. FOUNTAIN. Will you make them available to the subcommittee 
for examination? 

My concern about the implication of these memorandums is probably 
self-evident. If the Under Secretaries group, which has been officially 
designated by the administration to provide policy guidance to re-
gional directors through the councils, was used or could be used for 
the type of political activities described in your memorandums, I think 
Congress would be obliged to devise adequate safeguards to protect 
the integrity of the grant system and its administrative structure. I 
would appreciate your candid comments on the concern I have just 
expressed. 

[The memorandums referred to follow:] 

CONFIDENTIAL 

THE WHITE HousE, 
Washington, March 17, 1972. 

Memorandum for______________________ H. R. Haldeman. 
From_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Fred Malek. 
Subject_______________________________ Departmental Responsiveness. 

Attached is a paper outlining our proposed program for improving Departmental 
responsiveness in support of the President's re-election. It has been reviewed and 
concurred in by Bill Gifford. 

As indicated in the paper, the program should be initiated as soon as possible 
if you wish to take advantage of discretionary resources remaining this fiscal year. 
Consequently, I have directed my staff to develop all necessary implementation 
materials (briefing notes, planning guidelines, etc.) during my ahsence·next week. 
We will then be in a position to implement the program shortly after my return 
on Monday, March 27, should you so desire. 

Attachment. 
ExTREMEL Y SENSITIVE-CONFIDENTIAL 

INCREASING THE RESPONSIVENESS OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

This paper outlines a suggested program to improve Executive Branch re1'pon-
siveness to the voting public. It discusses the present efforts and the need for 
augmenting them; suggests an action program and assignment of responsibilities 
to carry it out; reviews possible drawbacks of the program; and suggests imple-
mentation steps. 

PRESENT EFFORTS 

Several steps have already been taken to improve Executive Brnnch respon-
siveness. First, project managers have been assigned responsibility for under-
standing the needs of certain groups of voters, suggesting action to meet these 
needs, and communicating achievements. The desirable action identified by these 
and other sources may involve policy or operational matters. 

If a policy matter is involved, the action would be handled by the Domestic 
Council staff. In addition to their continuing responsibility for all domestic policy 
matters, certain Domestic Council staff members have been assigned respon-
sibility for ensuring that the Pre ident's position on specified key issues is respon-
sive and is communicated effectively to the public. 

Actions involving operational matters are handled in one of two ways. Personnel 
matters are handled with the Departments by Dan Kingsley. All other operational 
matters (grants, contracts, construction decisions, etc.) are handled by Bill 
Gifford. 1 While each of these programs is working effectively to carry out its 
mandate, the mandate for non-personnel operating matters should be broadened 
in order to overcome the two problems discussed below. 

1. Present efforts tap only a fraction of the total potential.-Under current proce-
dures, it is the usual rule that the Departments only do as they are instructed. 
In only a limited number of cases are their actions self-generated. The burden 
is on Gifford for developing methods to gain appreciation for the Administration. 

1 During the recently completed budget cycle, Gifford worked closely with the budget examiners to insure 
the budget was as supportive as possible for the President's re-election. 
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He relies on the campaign apparatus, White House staff, direct consultation with campaign management, as well as ideas generated by the Departments them-selves. Thus, the effort from the Departments is largely reactive. The Department of Commerce provides a good example. To date Gifford has made some 35 requests. Most of these involved expediting the normal grant reviewing process and securing the release of information. Approximately a dozen of these requests resulted in favorable grant decisions (which otherwise would not have been made) involving roughly $1 million. Politically these actions have been most beneficial. 

Nevertheless, in spite of this achievement, the potential is much greater. In the Commerce Department, for example, there is nearly $700 million in funds remaining in this fiscal year and over $700 million in next fiscal year which could be redirected in some manner. The major areas of potential for fiscal year 1973 are: Economic Development Administration, $275 million; Regional Action Plan-ning Commissions, $40 million; Minority Business Enterprises, $38 million; National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, $100 million; and the Maritime Administration, $230 million. Even if only 5% of this amount can be rechanneled to impact more directly on target groups or geographic areas, it would be a substantial increase over the current efforts. 
To capitalize upon such opportunities, the Departments must initiate action themselves. This would entail each Department developing a program by which it would systematically but discretely seek out opportunities for improving serv-ices to target groups and geographic areas and then ensure that appropriate action is taken. Attempting to undertake this effort at the White House level would be futile, since there i neither sufficient staff, nor the needed depth of expertise in Departmental programs. The White House, of course, could-and should-set priorities and provide general supervision to the Departmental effort. Specific means for doing this will be outlined after discussion of the second problem area. 2. The Departments receive conflicting direction on operating matters.-Various White House sources sometimes give widely diverging direction to the Depart-ments in allocating discretionary resources. For example, the Admini trator of EDA at Commerce has received calls from White House sources including Harry Dent, Bob Brown, Peter Flanigan, and the Domestic Council, each one advocating the allocation of projects to a different geographical area. The Departments are not in a position to rationally prioritize among conflicting requests. Typically, they will either choose the one advocated by the most influential individual or try to satisfy all the demands, thus substantially diluting effectiveness. 
The tendency for multiple direction to the Departments is bound to increase this year, and unless checked, it will cause considerable confusion and increase the risk of adverse publicity of White House meddling in Departmental operations for political gain. More importantly, without coordination, it is unlikely that such diverse White House directives appropriately reflect the relative importance of targeted groups and areas. 
Consequently, as originally envisioned in establishing Gifford's grantsmanship operation, direction to the Departments on politically sensitive operating matters should be centralized in order to utilize this resource most effectively in serving target groups and geographic areas and to reduce the possibility of adverse publicity. 

SUGGESTED ACTION 

As indicated above, two fundamental steps should be ta.ken to strengthen Departmental responsiveness: (1) gear up the Departments to systematically seek out and act on opportunities, under the general supervision of the White House, and (2) centralize contact with the Departments on politically sensitive operating matters in order to improve coordination and effectiveness. Carrying out these steps will naturally require action both by the Departments and the White House. 
Departmental Action 

Gearing up the Departments to systematically seek out and act upon oppor-tunities requires (a) giving the Departments clear guidelines on how to conduct their politically important activities, (b) having the Departments develop plans which are reviewed and approved, and (c) following through to ensure the plans are carried out and day-to-day activities conform to the guidelines. The points of contact with the Department~ would be those individun,ls already designated by the Cabinet officer to work with Gifford on grantsmanship. In most cases, this is the Under Secretary. 
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Guidelines.-As a first step, the Departments should be given clear guidelines 
covering the political priorities, the types of operating decisions which are to be 
included in the program, and the procedures for planning and tracking progress. 

The political priorities would be spelled out in terms of key States and major 
voting bloc groups upon which Departmental action could have an impact. The 
Departments would be updated as needed, a. the political priorities evolve. 

Next, the types of activities covered under this program would be discussed. 
The major ones, of course, are positive decisions (e.g., project grants, contracts, 
loans, subsidies, procurement and construction projects), and negative actions 
(e.g., taking legal or regulatory action against a group or governmental body, 
major cutback in programs, and relocation of Department operations). The 
Departmental contact would naturally not be expected to control all of the possible 
positive actions throughout his Department. Rather, the effort should be focu~ed 
on those sub-Agencies where the payoff is the greatest. In Commerce, for example, 
thi. means the Economic Development Administration, Regional Action Planning 
Commission, Office of Minority Business Enterprise, National Oceanographic and 
Atmo pheric Administration and Maritime Administration. In some cases, the 
Departments will have to tighten controls over decisions in the high payoff are:1s 
and over the :1nnouncement process. 

Equally important to controlling the decisions is the need for announeing 
positive actions in a way to gain maximum visibility and ensure the President 
and his Administration are given the credit. Consequently, emphasis would be 
placed on properly announcing favorable actions through various means. To gain 
added favorable publicity, emphasis would also be placed on a Departmental 
speakers program, publications, mailings, etc., thus reinforcing the project to 
strengthen Departmental communications. 

Also, under this program, the Departments would he expected to cnltivate 
the leaders of organized groups which are affected by the Department to gain 
their support and the support of their groups for the President's re-election. 
Similarly, the Departments would he expected to fake discrete and subtle steps 
to gain employee Rnpport of the President's re-election . 

These general guidelines would provide a framework for directing: day-to-day 
Departmental activities to be more supportive of the President. They would 
also serve to help the Departments identify those politic::tlly sensitive decisions 
which should be referred to the White House. Finally, they would provide the 
basis for Departmental plans discussed below. 

Departmental Plans.-Each Department should be required to develop a pbn 
to ensure operating decisions reflect the priorities to the greatest extent possible. 
The plans would outline what amount of discretionary resources in each area 
identified above will be allocated to priority areas and groups along with a time-
table and responsihle individual. Also included would he steps planned for strength-
ening control over the relevant operating decisions, the announcement process, 
and the public relations improvements. Finally, the plan would cover actions for 
cultivating organized groups and for gaining the support of Depurtrnentn.l em-
ployees. 

In developing these plans, the Departmental contact would work with the 
appropriate Assistant Secretaries and sub-Agency IIeads individnally in thrir 
various areas of responsitility. The contact and his immediate staff would then 
be responsible for pulling together a Department-wide plan for revie·w by the 
White House. 

Follow-through.-As suggested earlier, the Departmental contact will be 
expected to establish controls tn ensure the desired action is taken. Moreovrr, 
he will be asked to report monthly on progress against plan, as well as accomplish-
ments in unplanned activities in supnort of the President's re-election. The reports 
would be made verballv to certain White House staff member. in accordance with 
the responsibilities described below. 

WHITE HOUSE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Bill Gifford's responsibilities in this regard will continue as th<'y arr now. 
Princinally, these are (I) ensuring the Drpartments ar0 rrsponsive on specifically 
identifa d operating decisions, and (2) reviewing and briefing Shultz on the 
imnact of sensitive O:'.\IB decisions. 

In addition, under the action proposed ahovr, Gifford would work with Fred 
::\Ialek and hi. staff in eic;tablishing and supervising the Departmental programs. 
Gifford would he the principal contact for operating mattvrn with the Depart-
ments, communicating to the Departments the political priorities as well as the 
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"must" operating dccisionf'!. Also, he would participate in presenting the guidelines 
discussed earlier to the Departmental contacts, reviewing the Departmental 
plans, and evaluating progress reports. 

Complementing Gifford's role, Malek and his staff (Anderson and Herringer) 
would be responsible for establishing the management procedure - needed to 
coordinate and conduct the program. Specifically, this would entail: 

Preparing the guidelines for presentation to the Departmental contact. 
As -isting the Departments in organizing for the program and working with 

them in the development of their plans. 
Reviewing the Departmental plans to ensure they map out the best possible 

effort to meet the priorities and coordinating these with Cap \Yeinberger and 
the relevant Domestic Council staff members. 

Ensuring that the combined activities of the individual Departments 
effectively fulfill the priorities without overallocating resources to any one. 

Working with others in Malek' area of responsibility (e.g., Voting Bloc 
Directors) to identify ways to better serve priority groups and geographical 
areas. 

Monitoring Departmental effectiveness through (]) the monthly progress 
reports discussed earlier, (2) 0MB budgrt directors' checks on whether budget 
reallocation in the Department ,, plan:-· are adhered to, and (3) reports from 
the campaign field organization on problems caused by Departmental 
action. 

Also, this Malek-Gifford operation f'!hould he the central point through which 
all White House direction on politically sensitive operating mattrrs flo,Ys to the 
Departments. This would eliminate the current confusion in priorities discussed 
in an earlier section. 

Gearing up the Departments to systemutica!ly seek out and act on opportunities 
in support of the Prrsident's re-election doe" have some drawbacks. These :hould 
be addressed prior to discu::;sing possible implementation steps. 

POSSlBLg DRAWBACKS 

Three possible drawbacks have been cited regarding this proposed program. 
1. Advers~ Publicily.-The most significant drawback of the progrnm is, of 

cour;-:;e, the risk of adver;-:;e publicity. Naturally, steps would be taken ( L) to ensure 
that information about the program itself and the Departmental plans \,·ould not 
he leaked and (2) keep the President and the White Hou-a:e di associated " ·ith the 
program in the event of a leak. 

First, written communications would be kept to a minimum. There would be 
no written communications from the White House to the Department:-;-all infor-
mation about the program would be transmitted verbally. The only written ma-
terial submitted by the Departments to the White House would be the plan,,. 
Tb.ese would be in a brief outline format and only t, ·o copies would be permitted-
one for the White House and one for the Departmental contact. Pro 0 res ' reports 
·would be verbal. 

Second, the documents prepared would not indicate ·white House involvement 
in any way. Also, oral and written communications concerning the program 
within the Department would be structurPd to give the impres::;ion that thr pro-
grnm was initiated by the Department Head without the knowledge of the 
White House. 

In spite of all precautions, there i still 1.he po. sibi1ity that some n,:;pect of the 
activity will be leaked. However, this po:-,sible drawback i. small compared to the 
probable payoff from effectively capitalizing on the resources of the Executive 
Branch. 

2. liicreased Confusion.-A second possible drawback that has been cited is 
that the Departments would be confused by the addition of this new program to 
existing effort . However, as pointed out earlier, the Departments are now con-
fused by the multiple and often conflicting direction received from the White 
House. Centralizing these inputs into the Malek-Gifford operation a .~ described 
above should reduce, not increm,e, this confusion. 

3. Manpower Allocalion.-A final potential dra,Yback is the stretching of al-
ready 'Carce \Vhite House staff resources to assume an additional workload. The 
major burden, of course, would be assumed by Malek's and Gifford' · staffs and 
their current staffing levels (including Gifford's projected as, ist::mt) can :lbsorb 
the added workload. The workload placed on other O:MB officials and the Do-
mestic Council stuff would be negligible. 

Consequently, in spite of pos;-;ible · drawbacks, the program c;hould 
be implemented. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

To capitafo,e as much as po. sible on di cretionnry funds remaining this fi cal 
year, the program hould be launched as , oon as pos 'ible. Three basic tcps must 
be taken to make the program operational. 

Fir. t, the Departments must be given a clear understanding of what is expected 
of them in carrying out the program, as well as the Pre ident' full backing of the 
program. To demonstrate Presidential upport, it should fir t be covered briefly 
at a Cabinet meeting. This briefing would be made by Malek and would cover the 
need for the program, the Departmental responsibilities outlined previou. ly, and 
the implementation timetable. He would indicate that follow-up meetings would 
be scheduled with each Department Head and/or the already e~tabli hed De-
partmental contact to outline the program in more detail and discuss how it ap-
plie. to individual Department~. 

If you do not feel thi should be done at a Cabinet Meeting, Malek and Gifford 
would meet individually with each Cabinet Officer to review the program. 

The second step would be the development of Departmental plan . It i esti-
mated that the Departments should be able to develop the e plans within two 
weeks of the briefings mentioned above. As discussed earlier, these plans would 
be reviewed by Malek, ·weinberger, Gifford and the appropriate Domestic Council 
staff member. These reviews . hould be completed within one week of submittal. 
\Vith this step completed, the Departments can begin carrying out the program, 
and it, in effect, will be operational. 

The third implementation step, of course, is to follow through to ensure that 
the Departments' activitic. conform to their plans, as well as capitalize upon the 
da.y-to-day operations which present them. elves. The first serie. of follow-up 
meetings with the Departments will be one month after the completion of the 
initial plan . 

A urning that the Cabinet briefing can be held soon, the implementation steps 
could be carried out in accordance with the following timetable: 
Action and completion during week eri<ling: 

Cabinet Meeting to Introduce Program: April 1. 
Briefing of Departmental Contact ' on Program and Guideline : April 8. 
Submis~ion of Departmental Plan : April 22. 
White House Review of Plans: April 29. 
First Progre s Reports: June 3. 

Memorandum for______________________ II. R. Haldeman. 
From_________________________________ Fred Malek. 

JUNE 7, 1972. 

ubj ect__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Responsiveness Program. 
The purpose of the attached paper is to report progress on the Responsiveness 

Program. I will ubmit further progress report::, around the first of each month. 
Attachment. 

(Confidential-Eye Only) 

R l~SPONSIVENESS PROGRAM-PROGRESS REPORT 

This report is divided into three sections. The first describes in. titutional prog-
ress for the program in general. The second highlights the pecific cases which have 
arisen as a re-mlt of the operation of the program. Finally, actions planned in June 
are ::,ummarized. 

INSTITUTIONAL PROGRESS 

Thus far, the program is on. chedule. I have now reviewed the program with 
each Cabinet Officer (except Roger ) and with the head of the key Agencie 
(ACTION, EPA, OEO, BA, G A, and VA). In each ses ion the following was 
covered: 

Emphasized need to make re-election support the top priority and the need to 
respond to requests in this regard. 

Di cu sed which States, countie , and voting blocs arc considered key and should 
be targeted by them. 

Had them name a top official who would be the political contact for this program 
(generally the Under , ecretary). 

Asked them to educate loyal appointees (including Regional Director, ) as to 
prioritie and expectation , thus forming a political network in each Department. 
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Asked them to review all their re ·ource and develop a plan for maximizing im-
pact of these re ources in key urea . 

Indicated particular area in their Department that require pecial attention. 
Established my office as the channel of communication with the campaign and 

stre ·sed that we ,vould work solely through Bill Gifford on grant reque t::-:;. 
In line with thi la t point, two members of my staff ( tan Anderson and Rob 

Davison) have bcPn relieved of other rcsponsibilitie.- to concentrate on thi .. They 
have now held follow-up meeting with the Secretary' de ignec in mo. t Depart-
ment to di ·cuss the program in more detail and b gin development of the Depart-
ment Action Plans. These sessions will be completed in the next few week~. In 
addition, I have held follow-up meeting with the top political appointee and with 
the Regional Directors in several Department . I will hold additional meetings of 
thi. ort over the next few weeks. 

The respon c to date ha. bt'en fairly good, particularly at the econd echelon. 
The reaction of some in tht Cabinet (e.g., Romney and Hodgson) was that they 
were, of course, already con. idering political ramifications and there is little more 
that cn.n be done. Our approach here is to concentrate on the Under rcrctary 
and other Pre. idential appointee , whPre the job get done anyhow. Other:, . uch 
a Volpe, Petc>rson, and Butz, have been quite re:ceptive and hould be real assets 
to the program. 

We have ah,o briefrd key people at 1701 on the program including John Mitchell. 
Each Voting Bloc Director and Political Coordinator ha be<=•n asked to re-earch 
his area· and develop idrns for projects with high political payoff. 

In . um, we are now pretty much on track and have a political network, a recep-
tive atmo phere, staff reRources here, and a sy:,:;tem to make things happen. Let 
us now turn to the initial results from our first few we ks' efforts. 

SPECIFIC ISSUES 

In pite of the fact that we just completed our first discussions with the Depart-
ment:, we already have dealt with twelve Responsiveness i ·. ues. All of them 
originated in the field and were channeled to us by the staff of the Committee 
for the Re-Elrction of the President. A summary of the current sta.tus of the issues 
ca,n be found in Tab A, and the key cases are outlined below: 

Three highly publicized Model Cities projects in the Mexican-American 
section of Los Angeles were not going to be funded because of lack of money 
and potential conflict with the black leaders in Watt . The projects included 
a home for mentally retarded children, a Senior Citizens home, and a media 
vocational center. HUD has agreed to fund the projects and i formulating 
a plan so that it can be done without alienating the blacks. 

The Department of Labor ruled that Local 454 of the Dock and Wharf 
Builders Union in Philadelphia, who. e steward is an active backer of thi' 
Administration, wa not responsible for the illegal action - of it. Pre 'idcnt. 
This action was reque. ted by the Pennsylvania. Committee for the Ile-Election 
of the President, and they report that this action had a very strong impact on 
the local ethnic union members. 

l\1ost groups receiving funds under the Public Employment Program have 
been very concerned becau, o the action year end - one week before the election. 
The fear in most big cities has been that thrrc will be a large number of ad-
ditional unemployed inner city resident. on November 1, 1972. Labor is 
verbally notifying key constituencies that the program ' will be refunded at 
thi year's level. This action is very important and should reduce po, ible 
tensions. 

We garnered from reliable source's in the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commh,ion that the Commission was preparing to sue the Univer, ity of 
Texa. for discrimination in the hiring of faculty. This could be disastrous in 
Texas. When qucriC'd, Bill Brown, Chairman of EEOC, agreednottopur·ue 
it. I will continue to follow this situation closely. 

The Department of Labor was asked to award a $2.2 million migrnnt labor 
program contract in TC'.·a. to a pro-Administration group. Labor had already 
publicly committed i+:clf to a consortium of anti-Administration OEO/CAP 
agencies. Labor has reversed its. tand. 

As you can ec, the is. uc handled to dat, have been reactive ones in which 
we have been called upon to ::-olve. pecific problems. About half of them have been 
important is. ucs that will impact upon . pecial inter('l';t group. in kc y countie .. 
The remainder have not fallen within our political guideline.-. They received 
courtc ·y con. idcration. 
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FURTHER ACTIONS 

During June, the following actions are planned: 
(1) Follow up further with each Department and Agency in the development of 

their action plans. Review these plans and make modifications where appropriate. 
(2) Hold additional meetings with top political appointees and groups of 

Regional Directors to acquaint them with the priorities and ask them to take 
actions to meet these priorities. 

(3) In ten. ify our work ·with people at 1701, searching for the most advantageous 
projects. Particular emphasis will be placed on voter blocs in key areas (e.g., 
Chicanos in Texas). 

In addition each Department and Agency will continue to receive updated 
political information from members of my staff as it is developed at 1701. I 
anticipate that in the future, the Departments will be able to deal with many of 
the issues before they reach the problem stage. This should permit them to play a 
more active and forceful role in the future. 

You will receive our next monthly status report the week of July 2, 1972. 

RESPONSIVENESS PROGRAM-WEEK ENDING JUNE 2, 1972 
HUD-I 

William .Jleehan, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; requested l\forch 29, 1972.-
Willinm Meehan, Republican ward leader in Philadelphia, has requested that his 
Democratic counterpart, r.lichael Stack, be prohibited from receiving the sub-
stt-mtial compensation he earns as a fee attorney for Fannie May. The impact 
of such action would not be of great benefit to the re-election. It is not possible 
for us to significantly change Mr. Stack's earnings as he is a close friend of Con-
gressman Barrett., a member of the key HUD committee that appropriates 
funds for Fannie May. 

HUD-2 

Neighborhood Development Program, Cleveland Ohio; requested 1\if ay 4, 1972.-
1\'layor Perk has requested the West Central Neighborhood Development Pro-
gram Area be funded for $10 million. The Administration would receive little 
benefit from funding a new town in Cleveland's inner city. HUD has contem-
plated removing all funds from the City because of discriminatory housing 
regulations. This action has been stopped and HUD and Perk will be discussing 
specific problems in this regard within the next three weeks. 

HUD-3 

111odel Citie.'J, Los A11geles, Cal{fornia; requested April 28, 1.972.-Lyn Nofziger 
requested that three highly publicized Model Cities projects in East-Northeast 
Los Angeles (Mexican-American) be funded for $2 million without alienating the 
leader:-; of Watts (Black). There is great potential for the Administration if the 
projects are funded as stated. The probability of meeting the request is high. 
HUD is preparing an action plan for funding the projects without causing tension 
in W.ltt.,. 

DOL-1 

Local 454, Dock and Whmj Builders, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, requested 
May 10, 1.97!3.-Herman Bloom, Spector's a. sistant at the Pa. CRP requested that 
the subpeonaed records of Local 4.54 be returned. The Business Agent of the 

nion is a Republican supporter and could be very helpful to the Administration 
in impacting the blue collar vote in a key county. The books were returned on 
1\Iay 23, 1972 and the Union given a clean bill of health. 

DOL-2 

Recreational Support Pro(!ram, Cleveland, Ohio; requested l\1ay 4, 1.972.-1\'.layor 
Perk requeRted that $;3.34,000 he given to the City for its summer recreation pro-
gram. The program is designed to impact inner city residents, and thus does not fall 
within our political guidelines. Part:s of Pcrk's r<'quest are outside the scope of 
DOL's program, therefore the City will receive only $164,000. 
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DOL-3 

Neighborhood Youth Corps, Cleveland, Ohi"o; requested }.Jay 4, 1.972.-1\fayor 
Perk requested that his office, as opposed to the City School Board, be given the 
responsibility for overall management and fiscal control of this program. The 
program hires inner city youth for summer job::; and would have no pecictl impact 
on the re-election. Perk has been told by DOL that he can have the responsibility 
if he wants it. He is now reconsidering hi: rcquc ·t, given minimal benefit for a 
great deal of work. 

DOL-4 

Public Employment Prooram, Cleveland, Ohio; requested Alay 4, 1fJ72.- Iayor 
Perk reque. ted that the program be refunded for '6.,j million in the next action 
year. There would be very little additional impact by creating additional jobs for 
inner city workers, but there could be i:::ignificant negative impact if the xisting 
jobs were not refunded ($:3 million). DOL told Perk that the program would be 
refunded at ' 3 million; he seemed pleased. 

DOL-5 

Public Employment Program, California; requested 11-fay 10, 1972.-Lyn Nofziger 
requested $2.1 million in additional PEP funds for this action vcar to hire and 
reward 22;> minorities (blacks) who have supported the Adrninistration. The 
potential of the program is low to medium, O'iven that the people to be rewarded 
do not repre~ent voting blocs that we could significantly impact. However, re-
warding them might case some existing black tensions. It i:-i doubtful if there arc 
any remaining funds for this action year, although DOL i · checking. Nofziger 
was told tha.t the program will be refunded at this year's level. 

DOL-6 

1'\ligranl Program, Trxa.s; reqneslecl '!lfay 24, 1.972.-, enator Tower't:i office 
requested that the $2.2 million migrant worker program grnnt be given to the 
pro-Administmtion Lm,·cr Rio Grande Valley Development Council as opposed 
to the consortium of OEO CAP agencies. DOL has already announced that the 
OEO groups have the best propo'3al. If the Development Council were to receive 
the grant, there would he a . igniticant plus for the Adminit:itrntion, as OEO's 
negative voice would he silenced, and the Council'. positive feeling toward. the 
Administration could he stressed. DOL has told Tower that the grant will be 
a,,·urded to Tower' choice. Tower will confirm his decision this week. 

SBA-1 

Dislrict Director, SBA, Los; Angeles, California: requested l\fay 2G, 1.97f.-Lyn 
Nofzi!l:Cr requested that Hilliard Ham, a black nc,Yspaper publisher, be n:1med 
l)j-;trict Director, tiBA, Los Angele . . If appointed, the potential impact i ' lmv, 
as Ham doec; not repre. ent a key California constituency. Seventeen of the Califor-
nia Congrec;c;men have agreed that the job must be filled by someone meeting 
all the c;ubc;tantivc qualifications. Ham did not qualify. SBA may create a highly 
visible job for Ham in the Regional office that better suits hi' background. SBA 
will let us know prior to June 9. 

EEOC-1 

EEOC .mil of The r'nivrrsily of Tero~.-, enator Tnwer wac: informed b~r \'ice 
Chairman Holcomb that Ed Pena, Director of Compliance. had recommended to 
Bill Brown that EEOC . ue The "Cniversity of Trxa~. Brown appeared to aO'ree. 
If . uch a c.;uit took place, the result would be a. c:erions negative impact in a ke~· 
state. Brown denie · th3t the suit is under consideration. This. hould be followed 
carefully. 

DOT---1 

Inter late .90, Clrrcland, Ohio: requr. [Nl 1\Iau ,4. 1.'i72.-).fa;,-·or Perk reqne. ted 
that we exnedite con.:;truction of Intersfate 90 within the Citv of Cleveland. "'Cnder-
~ccrrta,r~· Beggs, th.c , 'rcrctar.v's designer, ha: bern to hus.v with TRAN, 'PO to 
dbcuss the is~ue. ~kcting :cheduled week of June ,>. 
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Mr. MALEK. I could not agree with you more. If that were the 
case, Congress should devise safeguards. But let me assure you that 
the political ramifications take no place in the council system, nor 
are they considered in the Under Secretaries group, nor do the Under 
Secretaries themselves get involved in the specific grant decisions. 

And the kind of things that are spelled out in the papers that you 
have quoted from simply play no part in the deliberations of this 
group or any deliberations of the Office of Management and Budget. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In order to dispel any doubts, Mr. Malek-and I 
think you have just about done that-I will ask this specific question. 
Can you give the subcommittee your assurance that the type of 
activities described in these memorandums will not be considered legiti-
mate subjects for discussion or action in either the Under Secretaries 
group or the councils? 

Mr. MALEK. Sir, I can give you absolute and total assurance on 
that. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I think it might be useful for you as chairman of 
the Under Secretary's group-and this is my own feeling-to prepare 
an explicit, written policy statement to guide both the USG and the 
regional directors in this regard. I believe it is important, very impor-
tant, to keep politics outside the grant-in-aid process and to award 
grants on the merits of the applicants-regardless of which political 
party is in power. 

I know that politics is involved in a great many situations. We 
sometimes have difficulty determining what is legitimate politics and 
what is not. But I do think that in the grant-in-aid programs and 
process, decisions ought to be made on the basis of merit. 

Mr. MALEK. Absolutely. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. And without politics, regardless of who is involved. 
Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. I agree with that totally, and I think it is a 

good idea that we do prepare such a policy statement. It has been an 
implicit policy, but I think it would be a good idea to make it explicit 
and we will. 

And I would further like to add that I think that our efforts in this 
area to make the Federal Government a more responsive and respon-
ible partner with the State and local governments and to simplify 

and streamline our grant-in-aid programs has to be a bipartisan effort. 
It has to be something that we all work toward in order to achieve. 
Because really what we are trying to do is to help all of the voters 
across the country. 

[The statement referred to follows:] 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1974. 

MEMORANDUM FOR FEDERAL REGION AL COUNCIL CHAIRMEN 

SUBJECT: COORDINATION OF GRANTS AND OPERATIONS 

In promulgating Executive Orders 11647 and 11731, the President expressly 
intended that the Federal Regional Councils would as ist State and local govern-
ment by the coordination of Federal program grants and operations through a 
variety of means, in order ultimately to assure improved service to the public. 

Implicit in the President's actions to create and modify the Federal Regional 
Council concept is the requirement that each Council and its members shall 
perform their coordinating roles in an unbiased and impartial manner. The Under 

.. 
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Secretaries Group wishes to make this policy explicit to avoid any possible mis-
interpretation as to the intrusion of extraneous factors in administering Federal 
grants or other assistance. 

All Council decisions and actions will be based solely on the merits of each 
particular situation. Political partisanship has no place in the proper functioning 
of the Councils and shall be excluded. 

The Under Secretaries Group intends that this prohibition be given broad and 
positive interpretation to ensure that Federal Regional Councils and FRC mem-
bers are properly responsive to the needs of the public. 

FREDERIC V. MALEK, 
Chairman, Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Would the chairman yield at that point? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Buchanan. 
Mr. BucHANAN. I want to indicate my own pleasure with the re-

sponse of Mr. Malek and associate myself with the chairman's request. 
I think all of us are quite content to go on a pure merit basis. And 
indeed, in my own congressional district-I am a Republican member, 
and we have a Republican mayor-but we have a medical school, 
the University of Alabama in Birmingham that we think can obtain 
its fair share of Federal funding on a merit basis any time. 

We lost some money in 1972. I am not saying it had anything to do 
,vith any of this, but I am saying if we had to politically compete 
against heavyweight States electoralwise, then I know very merito-
rious enterprises in my own district and other similar districts that 
would greatly suffer that on a merit basis might well fare very happily. 

So as a matter of equity I am glad to hear your responses and would 
associate myself with the chairman's request. And I am glad to hear 
your favorable response to that. 

Mr. MALEK. Well, you know, Mr. Buchanan, I think every repre-
sentative who is elected to any office by the people has a dual obliga-
tion. He has an obligation to set policy, enlightened policy, and at the 
same time he has an obligation to represent his constituents. 

And many, many Members of Congress on both sides of the aisle, 
when they are representing their constituents, are often pushing for a 
particular project. And it is a very difficult job in the executive branch 
to choose between the various demands for funds. 

But I think it has to be done on a merit basis. That is the only way 
to be fair to the country as a whole; and that is the only way that I 
think that any of us who are employed by the Federal Government 
can really fulfill the trust that has been placed in us by that employ-
ment, which is to judge and evaluate any of these projects on the basis 
of their merit. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. All of us have problems in this field, and I would 

like to find some time to talk about it. For example, my office some-
times receives an announcement of a project award in my district 2 
days after somebody else in Congress has received it. It is not always 
a question of party affiliation. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Mr. Chairman, if you would yield. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes. I will yield. 
Mr. BucHANAN. I would not have you think that my sole interest 

was provincial either, and I used my medical school only by way of 
illustration. I do applaud this idea of strictly going on merit and 
accordance with law. I am glad you raised this question, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr. FouNTAIN. We should move on. In your prepared statement, 
Mr. Malek, you sugge ted the councils have been quite successful in 
surfacing interagency problems and devising coordinated solutions. 

Now, this position seems to run counter to most of the external 
evaluations made of the councils and to most of your internal evalua-
tions. I would like to discuss some of the accomplishments cited in 
your prepared statement. I will not ask about the IGA program 
since we will be considering that tomorrow. 

We have akeady talked about the regional management informa-
tion experiments in terms of their costs, and you cite these experi-
ments as a good example of fruitful activity. But as I understand 
it, the systems are still in the process of being developed-I think 
you have alluded to that-and are experiencing many difficulties. 
Would you care to comment on some of those? 

Mr. MALEK. They are still in the process of being fully developed, 
Mr. Chairman, and we are working closely with the Dallas and 
Boston regions to gage their effectiveness to determine whether it 
is warranted to inve t in the money that it would take to expand 
this to a national level. 

I will ask Mr. Puritano to comment in some more detail on the 
nature of the experiments and the progress that we are making with 
them. 

Mr. PuRITANO. Some of the problems in the regional management 
information system flowed from the limited number of programs 
that could be put into the system, and some of the problems had to 
<lo with the complexities of the technical work, using computers bark 
in Washington and tying them into the field. Some of the problems 
were caused by the different demands of the agencies and some State 
and local officials on what should be put into the system and how 
it should be designed. 

The need was felt to be so great that I think they tried to do too 
much too fast during the test period. RMIS is a pretty complicated 
system, and there have been some false starts and new starts-typical 
of many experimental pilot tests. At the moment we are experimenting 
with two different systems, using an HEW system in Dallas and a 
GS~-based system in Boston and hope to compare results late this 
prmg. 

Mr. FouNTALT. Any further comments, Mr. Malek, concerning these 
problems? 

Mr. MALEK. No, sir. I think the thrust of the comment is we do 
have some problems which we think can be resolved and we think the 
end result is a good one and worth pursuing. And, we think we can 
ma,ke something useful out of this. It can be useful. It can be very 
useful to the State and local governments. If we can really come up 
with the kind of information they need, on a timely basis, it will be 
well worth the funds that we are investing in them. 

Mr. FouNTAI T. I am going to ask you only one more question, then 
in the interest of time and convenience, we will submit the other 
questions and ask that you prepare answers for our record, if you will. 

Mr. MALEK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. HEW, which is the lead agency for this experiment 

in Dallas, recently completed an indepth study of its regional opera-
tions in Dallas and this i what they had to say about the management 
information experiment down there. I quote: 
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Region VI i:;; the pilot region for implementing the regional grant inform:ition 
system (RGIS). 

The report tlwn goes on to describe the potential benefit. of the 
. y tern, and then note.: 

But the RGIS sy:;;tem is not now functioning inn. way which providr-; useful or 
timely output, and the reports that we got from tho:;;e working mo t clo. ely with 
the system did not present an optimistic outlook for the early re. olution of its 
problems. 

Tow, that evaluation. ounds a good deal more caution than your 
te. timony. Do you hav any comment on this apparent disparity, 
~fr. Malek? 

Mr. MALEK. I am not familiar with the report that yon are citing, 
11r. Chairman. Our overal1 evaluation, based on the meeting with the 
chairman of the council and with the Under Secretaries group which 
reflects input from their agencies, is that it is proceeding in a way that 
shows promi e. 

There have been problems identified and I think we are going to 
have to pend some time addre. sing the e problem .. 

Mr. KELLY. I am, Mr. Chairman, familiar with the study to which 
you refer. It was done by a small group of people from the central 
offices of HEW in Washington who went to Dallas and did about a 
5-week study of the total Lregional HEW office operation, including 
aero s-the-board range of administrative and per. onnel matters and 
interprogram things. 

Not to discredit the conclusions of the report, but my recollection 
is the report contains qnite a bit of hearsay. And I think it is also 
fair to say that many of the observation. that are made there are 
qualified. And I would think, a I recall, the reference to the regional 
grant information sy tern, it wa a matter of hearsay and comment by 
omebody who probably is not familiar with all of the technical a. pects 

of it. · 
Mr. PuRITANO. ir, could I add further to his comments? 
Mr. FouNTAL T. Yes. 
Mr. PuRITA. ~o. The overall RMIS evaluation was done for the 

Under Secretarie la t fall by an interagency, intergovernmental group. 
Their findings were mixed. For instance, one of the statement in the 
evaluation, which we will make available for the record, i that at the 
State and local level there i virtually unanimous support for the 
regional management information system concept by chief elected 
officials and general purpose staffs . uch as planning and budget 
officer in the tate and local level. 

Among Federal officials, particularly those in Wa. hington, however, 
there isles agreement on the value of a regional management infor-
mation. y~tem. 

In general, tho e who acknowledge the need to improve the coordi-
nation of Federal program , or trengthen the role· of chief elected 
officials, . upport the concept. There was a difference of opinion in the 
evaluation group as to the value, purpose, and design of a RMIS 
sy tern, all of which i reported. 

Mr. Fou TTAL T. I wonder if you would prepare a further statement 
upplementing what you have said here thi: morning in connection 

with this report, "Regional Management Review of RPgion FI," Decem-
ber 7, 1973, done by HEW at the direction of, and for the benefit of, 
the Under Secretary. 
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I have not had a chance to read it my elf; what I know about it is 
derived from memoranda. But I do think it would be u eful to study it. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, if I may, my experience with local and 
State officials over the la t 5 year has led me to conclude that the 
single most important piece of information that they can get in a 
ystematic way is valid information about the amount of Federal 

moneys that are coming into their political jurisdiction. 
And it is a continual ource of embarra sment to Federal official 

to be asked by a local official can you give me even a thumbnail sketch 
of the amount of Federal moneys coming in. And this regional grant 
information ystem I think i a great step in the direction of our being 
able to provide local and State official with the kind of information 
that has to be very u eful to them in managing the business of their 
di tricts. 

Mr. Fou ... TAIN. Ye , but I think the question before us is whether 
the system work . 

Mr. MALEK. Let me comment just a little bit further. I think you 
rai ed a good point, but I think you have to remember that the 
purpose of a pilot sy. tern is to really work out the bugs and find what 
the difficultic are and determine the problems. And if you can get 
them worked out satisfactorily, then you make the decision to expand 
it to a national ba i . 

So it is not urprising that we have some differences of opinion and 
some questions about the effectiveness of this particular sy tern. That 
is really what the pilot is designed to do is to uncover these kinds of 
problems. That is not an easy thing to do, but we think we can get 
something worthwhile done and we intend to continue to pursue it. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I think this subcommittee, which ha been involved 
in this general area for many, many years, is sympathetic with the 
problems you are confronted with and appreciates what you are trying 
to do. But I do think we have to be very careful about making final 
decisions on some of these matters which are being tried on an experi-
mental basis. 

I will appreciate your conferring with Dr. Goldberg with re pect 
to our further questions which we would like to have you answer 
for the record. 

The subcommittee stands recessed until tomorrow morning at 
9:30 a.m. 

Mr. MALEK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[Submissions to additional ubcommittee questions follow:] 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMirnT AND BUDGET R1<~sPONsEs TO QuEsTIONs SUBMITTED BY 
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL REL.\.TIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Question 1. According to criteria in effect in 1971, departments and agencie had 
to meet four requirements for Council membernhip: (1) they had to be major 
grantmaking agencies, (2) their grants had to bear a clear relationship to tho e of 
existing Council member:-, (3) the agency had to have, or oon have, a decentral-
ized field structure based on the ten standard Federal region , and (4) its regional 
directors were required to have comprehensive authority with regard to the grant 
programs of their agency. Are those criteria still in effect? If not, what criteria 
are now employed? 

Answer. The criteria referred to in this que. tion reflected thinking current 
during the summer and fall of 1971 on prime indicators or guideline for FRC 
membership. The:e guidelines indicated concern with the categorical grant 
ystem, a concern soon thereafter formally addre ·sed in Executive Order 11647, 
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which directed FRC's to "conduct their grantmaking activities" through the functions listed in the Executive Order. 

It is obvious that Federal loan - and contracts or other direct operation. could impact as heavily on State and local government as do Federal grants. For example, Bureau of Indian Affairn economic development loans, road con. truction, school operations, and land management programs are vital ele-ments of Federal assistance on Indian reservations. Farmer:-; Home Administration loans are central elements in the rural development program. Bureau of Land ::\fanagement, National Park ~ervice, and Forest Service operations on Federal lands can impact heavily on neighboring dependent communities and have to be ta,ken into account in Federal, 'tate, and local planning relating to those com-munities. Options open for technical as:-;istance to t,tate and local government go be~·ond grants alone. 
By July 1973, the FRC sy:-;tem was believed to ha.-e developed sufficient!~· to encompass a broader effort to improve delivery of Federal service. Executi\·e Order 11731 was issued, extending the FRC purview beyond categorical grant..; to the broader range of Federal operations needing to be hrtter meshed or co-ordinated from the State and local point of view. The Executive Ord<'r instructed FRC's to "assist State and local government:::; by the coordination of the Federal program and grants and operations." 
Thus, under the prP ent Executive Order, an agency with operations and/or grant. impacting on State and local go,·ernment and relating to th<' activitie:=- of other FRC members could potentially be con. idered for formal FRC membership or ad hoc member:-hip if the relation to FRC activities seems limited. We . till, of course, have a goal that FRC agencie:a- have a decentralized field :a-tructure ba,-ed on the ten standard region .. Ilmvever, since agencies approach more decrntralization from different . tarting points, the most we a$k i,- that a potential FRC' member be moving toward the decentralized structure described in these criteria. 
Om goal is to have FRC members ha\·c comparable authority at the rrgion in order to be able to engage in more sub:::;tantivc regional decisionmaking. In trring to define whether an agency has regional directors with "comprehensive" author-ity, as indicated in this question, we are dealing with the disparities in agenc~· organization, goals, and purpose that we have in considering decentralization generally. A potential FRC member should be making po:-itive steps toward a general goal of more comprehensive authority at the regional level. Question 2. Measured by the criteria li:ted above, Agriculture and Interior, the newest memb rs, appear to fall short. Would you explain the basis upon which the e departments were included in the sy tem? 
Answer. The fir. t two criteria listed in question one apply to Executive Order 11647, which dealt only with coordinating grantmaking actidtir:-;. Present Execu-tive Order 11731 expand' FRC activities to as:-i.·t .'tate and local governmmt by grants and program operations. Agriculture and Interior have vast program operations, particularly in the \Vest, of great importance to Rtatcs and local communities. Additional specific program concerns tipped the sca)e in favor of Agriculture and Interior membership. 
Passage of the Rural Development Act made it necessary for the Secretar)· of Agriculture to have a regional forum or mechanism for exercising his lead in coordinating Federal programs impacting on rural development activities. FRC's offered an existing device for this purpose and were included as regional coordi-nating mechanisms in Department of Agriculture regulations implementing the rural development program. 
The Interior Department's member:hip was influenced by the Department'!" Indian programs, which have a multi-agency dimension, the various versions of land use planning legdation now before Congres:=-, and the need to coordinate the Department's natural resource programs more closely with natural resource and socio-economic programs of other agencies assisting. tates and localities where Interior-managed land and resource have heavy impact. 
Interior's Bureau of Indian Affairs is a major force in implementing the Pre:i-dent's Indian program but control. approximately only half the Federal funds going into Indian reservation .. There are Federal interagency coordination and service delivery problems on Indian re.·ervation:-, and Indian tribes and BIA have have worked with FRC's on an ad hoc bm;is prior to issuance of Executive Order 11731. We view Indian tribal government as local government of a very par-ticular nature, consistent with their special relationship ,vith the Federal Gov-ernment. When a tribal government wi he. to work with an FRC, we want the FRC to be able to respond in a meaningful way. Interior membership on FRC's 
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allows the Federal Government to respond to tribal government in a broader, 
more comprehensive manner. 

A wide range of Federal programs impact, directly or indirectly, on the use of 
land. :Most of the FRC members have such programs. In implementation of any 
land use legislation, Interior FRC membership will give the Department an op-
portunity to play a lead role in coordinating related Federal regional activities 
with State land use planning efforts under the legislation. 

Interior's natural resource programs should be more closely coordinated with 
related programs of other agencies. In addition, Interior should have a forum for 
discussing and coordinating its activities impacting on State and local govern-
ment with related grant~, loans and operations of other agencies. Interior should 
take advantage of the FRC's advancef in intergovernmental relations. 

Question S. Does thi signify a change in direction for the Councils? 
Answer. In instructing FRC's to assist States and localities by coordinating 

both program grants and program operations, Executive Order 11731 does not 
change the direction of FRC's. It broadens the capability of the Federal Govern-
ment to coordinate interagency and intergovernmental activities and upgrade 
delivery of Federal services to States, localities, and the general public. 

Question 4. It has been suggested that continued expansion of the membership 
will make the Council mechanism unwieldy. Do you agree? 

Answer. Each step in expansion of the FRC system, from the original four 
members to the present nine, has been accompanied by some concern over whether 
continued expansion would make the FRC mechanism unwieldy. The USG and 
FRC Chairmen are always alert to this problem. 

As a practical matter, however, a four-member FRC can be mismanaged, and a 
nine-member Council (or even larger) is not beyond effective management. ,ve 
want FRC's to have membership broad enough to meet the priority problems of 
the day. Proper management of such an FRC is a matter of on-going concern. 
Various FRC's are experimenting to improve their productivity by dividing some 
work among subgroups of FRC members or by devising other organizational and 
management innovations, including separate meetings on natural resource issues. 

The matter deserves and is getting continuing attention, but we do not believe 
we have reached a point where the Council 1management problem i::; beyond 
USG and FRC control. 

Question 5. Do you have any plans to add to, or to reduce, the membership 
in the foreseeable future? 

Answer. We have received a request from Commerce to make the Office of 
Minority Business Enterprise a member of the F RC, and we have responded that 
consideration should be given to the question of whether the Department of 
Commerce itself should become a member (discussed more fully in response to 
the next question). No other agency is currently being considered for membership. 

Recently, the USG and FRC's were queried on possible membership for G8A 
and CSC. It was felt overwhelmingly that these two agencies should keep their 
ad hoc relationship rather than become full-time formal members for the fore-
seeable future. 

The most recent need for an agency to relate to FRC's concerned the Federal 
Energy Office. FEO has associated itself with FRC's on an ad hoc basi~, primarily 
o that the new agency and the F RC can keep each other informed of their ac-

tivities at the regional level. 
We will continue to be alert to any major program redirections or new inter-

governmental cooperation needs which would indicate that new proposals on 
membership are in order. 

Question 6. Would you explain why the Commerce Department is excluded 
from the system? 

Answer. The Department of Commerce is not excluded from the FRC system. 
We have not had a proposal that the Department itself join the system. In 1971, 
a Commerce Department component (EDA) requested FRC membership. The 
USG decided EDA's needs could be accommodated by ad hoc relation::;hip::,. 
Very little EDA authority has been decentralized, and the USG preferred not to 
make this one relatively small part of the Department a full FRC member. We 
recently received another request for clo er association of a Commerce Depart-
ment component (Ol\fBE) ,vith FRC's (copy of letter from Under Secretary 
Tabor attached). 

There have been program development. within Commerce since 1971 which 
may impact the desirability of FRC membership for Commerce. NOAA is insti-
tuting its coastal zone management program (related to the broader problem of 
coordinating other Federal programs impacting on the use of coastal areas). 
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There have been increased activities by the Domestic and International BusinC'ss 
Administration at the State and local level, to stimulate international trade. 
The OMBE programs have been recently decentralized. Also, the recently pro-
po ed Economic Adjustment Act will result in complete decentralization of the 
programs to a.ssist economic adjustment and development, which will provide the 
basis for improved coordination at regional, State and local levels with other 
assistance programs. 

In the belief that it might be appropriate to review the overall Department of 
Commerce relation to the USG/FRC s~rstem, we invited the Department to discuss 
the matter (copy of our repl~· to Under Secretary attached). Exploratory talks 
are being discussed with the USG. 

Hon. Roy L. AsH, 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., January 24, 1974. 

Director, Office of Management and Budget, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Roy: I recently had the opportunity to address the Federal Regional 

Council in Dallas, Texas, and to meet with its chairman, Mr. Arthur W. Busch. 
I was very impres ed with the capabilities and delivery system of the Federal 
Regional Councils, especially with regard to their responsibilities for coordinating 
categorical grants made by Federal agencies in response to regional needs. 

In light of the recent reorganization and decentralization of the Office of Minority 
Business Enterprise, and the fact that minority business enterprise is one of the 
major themes of the Administration for this fiscal year, it would appear appropriate 
to establish a more formal working relatiom,hip between the Federal Regional 
Councils and our OMBE Regional Offices. 

I would appreciate receiving your views on this subject. 
Sincerely, 

Hon. JOHN K. TABOR, 

JOHN K. TABOR 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF :.MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

lVashiuglon, D.C., February 20, 1974. 

Under Secretary of Commerce, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. TABOR: Thank you for your January 24 letter, concerning your 

favorable impression of the Federal Regional Council sy. tern, and your suggestion 
that the Office of Minority Business Enterprise establish a more formal working 
relationship with the Federal Regional Councils. 

There has been continuing conversation at various levels in the past concerning 
association of components of the Department of Commerce with the FRCs. In 
July 1969, then Under Secretary Siciliano agreed with Daniel Moynihan, Execu-
tive Secretary of the Council of Urban Affairs, that EDA had an interest in the 
emerging FRCs and should participate in Council activities as an ad hoc member. 
During the summer of 1971, the Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations 
considered possible EDA membership on the FRCs, and concluded in October 
1971, that the ad hoc status should be retained. Since that time, EDA h:1s parti-
cipated beneficially in several FRC activities nationwide. 

The submission of the Administration's pre:posed Economic Adjustment Act, 
with its emphasis on centering programs at regional level, raises more forcibly the 
need to rationalize and coordinate at the region programs impacting on Federal 
investment in economically distressed areas. We anticipate the FRCs will be 
involved, and a new relation to the Department of Commerce is apparent. 

The Department of the Interior recently joined the FRC system, in part in 
anticipation of the coordination requirements in implementing the proposed 
N ationnl Land Use Policy Act. One of the paramount coordination needs discussed 
at staff level was the need to concert Interior's proposed land u e planning pro-
gram with NOAA's on-going coastal zone managment program, among many 
other Federal programs directly or indirectly affecting land use. While we still 
await passage of general land use legislation, the issue remains of meshing NOAA's 
coastal zone management program more closely with related Federal programs. 

OMBE has a.lready worked with at least one FRC in supporting a meeting with 
business leaders on minority business needs. As you know, the Federal Executive 
Boards have been primarily working with OMBE's Minority Business Oppor-
tunity Committees nationwide as a major FEB theme for FY 1974. 

Other components of the Department of Commerce have participated in FRC 
activities from time to time, such as the Bureau of International Commerce help-



96 

ing the. cattle FRC ndvi:e community leaders in EverC'tt, Washington, on oppor-
tunities for overcoming the impact of a plant closing, or assi. ting the same FRC 
in preparing officials in Alaska for a visit by foreign businessmen. 

We have also been working with the Bureau of Ccrnms in pilot testing a pects 
of a rC'gional management information system in an Francisco. 

My conclusion, in short, h; that there is a broader relation between Department 
of Commerce programs and FRC activities than the 0:MBE potential alone. I 
helicve the time is proper to explore with you the Department's relation to the 
FRC :--rstem. There are obvious difficultics involved, such as the lack of Depart-
mental regional :::-tructure similar to other FRC mC'mbC'rs. Ncverthele:::.s, the poten-
tial would ::--C'em to be great enough to warrant furthC'f analysi . . 

I would like to discus. this matter further with you at your convenience. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT H. MARII(, 
Associate Director for 

Management and Operations. 
Que. lion 7. What i..:; the ·tatus of OEO membership? 
Answer. OEO is currentlr a member of the FRC system. It:-; future membership 

will coincidE:' with appropriation: of funds for OEO. 
Question 8. LEAA and EPA are :-;aid to be experiencing some difficulties in 

defining their relevance to th<' Council Rystcm. Would ~·ou agree? If so, could 
~'OU explain what tho:-;c difficultie · arc and what steps arc being taken to resolve 
thrm? 

Answer. When LEAA and EPA were being considered for FRC membrrship, 
there was concern OVC'r relC'vnnce to thC' Council svst<'m. 

a. LEAA. Thrre was :--ome feeling in LEAA that, its block grant sy:-;tem greatly 
reduced LEAA decisionR made at the regional level, that LEAA's rcgiol'al staff 
was too smnll for FRC nctiviti('s, and that LEAA had Rolved Fed0rnl coordina-
tion prohlems on none-on-one basis with individual agencies. On the other hand, it 
was recognized thn.t almost every FRC member agency's miRsion interrelated 
with LEA.A objectives, n.nd most FRC members had re ·ourccs and expertise 
needed for n. broader attack on the problems of crime. 

LEAA's relation to th<' FRC -;~·stem from February 1972 to the pre;-;cnt has 
been in tran--ition. FRC' · nc-rd LEAA'. cxpcri0ncc with operations under a block 
grant srstem. LEAA needs FRC's to assi;-;t in mar::-:halling and coordinating a 
broader range of agenC)' programs which impact on LEAA goals. State and local 
government is interested in a broad rnngc of crime-related topics, including pre-
vention, rehabilitation, alleviation of social environment conducive to crime, 
and impro,·ed technological and statistical capabilit)·. 

LEAA is being brought into a wider range of FRC task force activities to 
improve opportunities for the types of program relationships deRcribed above. 
An LEAA Regional Administrator is now Chairman of the Boston FRC. 

b. EPA. When EPA entered the Council Rystem, there was some feeling that 
the FRC'. tended to focus on programs with specific, direct socio-economic ob-
jectives, e.g., Model Cities, and that EPA'R regulatory and natural resource 
orientation would have limited relevance. However, EPA's State and local involve-
ment and the FRC coordination objective made EPA's participation seem worth-
while. That judgment has proven to be correct. 

Although EPA's baRic mandates have not changed, their interrelationship with 
incrca. inglr sophi:-;ticatcd FRC activities has become more apparent. The im-
lications of EPA development and enforcement of air and water quality standards 
on energ)· issues is an example of a current and critical is ue. The FRC's have 
become important coordinating aO'ents in addressing energy and natural resource 
problems with a commenRurate emergence of the relevance of a direct EPA role. 
The maturation of the FRC ·ystem and its specific activities has demonstrated 
the intcrrelatednes. of EPA environmental initiatives with the objectives of other 
Federal agencies as well as , 'tate and local governments. EPA's increasing par-
ticipation in IGA grants also illustrates the kinship of many EPA statutory ob-
jective with those of other Federal agencies. 

The Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture's entry into 
the FRC's will further enhance the viabilitv of EPA's role in Council activities. 

Question 9. Would you request the Working 'roup to supply the subcom-
mittee with citations where Federal Regional Councils, and their expenditures, 
were discussed with House or Senate Appropriations Subcommittees during FY 
1973? 
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Answer. Instances of which we are aware where FRC's or their expenditures 
have been discussed for the record by House or Senate Appropriations Subcom-
mittees are: 

Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Department of Interior and Related 
Agencies, Hearings on Supplemental Request for the Office of the Secretary, etc., 
November 21, 1973, pp. 945-951. 

House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies, Hear-
ings on Supplemental Request for the Office of the Secretary, etc., November 7, 
1973, pp. 140-203. 

We have, as you requested, asked the USWG to inform you of any other dis-
cuPsions with Appropriations Subcommittees.1 

Question 10. In response to a que::;tion by Mr. Buchanan, Mr. Rosenheim men-
tioned experiments to establish one-stop &hopping centers for Federal us:-:.istance. 
Would you explain what is being done in this regard in more detail, and supply 
appropriate documentation for subcommittee review? 

Answer. On November 21, 1973, Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz an-
nounced a national program to provide farmers one-stop service. Secretary Butz 
explained this program was being initiated to modernize the Department of Agri-
culture's outdated field office system by ('stablishing local Agriculture Service 
Centers to provide farmers, ranchers, and rural citizens up-to-date "one-stop 
service.'' 

Agriculture Service Centers are being established in accordance with the Rural 
Development Act of 1972, calling for location of departmental units concerned 
with rural development in single field offices. 

USDA and other FRC members in Region VIII are exploring the possibility of 
several agencies' field offices being collocated into one-stop service centers. 

The Region VIII FRC had already made a concerted effort to have Federal 
agencies recognize all regional Governors' designated sub-St.ate di:-:.tricts. Thi:-- is 
one of the requirements of A-95. To alleviate problems in this area, the FRC 
created an Interagency Planning Committee with representatives from all mem-
ber agencies. This committee has done intensive work with the Federal agencies 
and met with all Governors' offices and their planning heads, from highways to 
CAP's, in each of the region's six States. 

With the work of the FRC Interagency Planning Committee and FRC's 
emphasis on Federal coordinated funding to States, communities, and sub-St:1te 
districts, it was obvious FRC members were in a position to consider collocation 
of Federal outlying offices. It relates to one of the overall objective., of FRC's-
coordination, efficiency, and better service to the public. 

Agriculture Secretary's Memorandum No. 1492 (Revised) concerning Program 
to Establish U.S. Agriculture Service Centers e,' tablishcd State administrative com-
mittees of agency representatives as; follows: Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service (State Executive Officer), Farmers Home Administration (State 
Director), Soil Conservation Service (State Conservationist), and the Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation. As designed by Agriculture, each State committee 
will make collocation plans for its particular State for USDA approval by June 3, 
1974. 

FRC representatives have met with the Agriculture State Chairman from each 
State in the region, the Governors' representatives to the FRC, GSA representa-
tives and have discussed opportunities for collocation of several agencie,-,' field 
offices in the State, in addition to the USDA collocation now being planned. 

Information on the location and jurisdiction of Federal offices will be made 
available to each State Governor's office and Agriculture State Chairman. The 
FRC will hold meetings with each State individually in the near future to review 
the status of plans for collocation. 

Question 11. Have there been previous attemptR to establish one-<:top shopping 
centerB for Federal assistance'! What were the results of those efforts? In this 
regard, we would especially appreciate your comments on Neighborhood Service 
Centers. 

Answer. One-stop service centers for Federal assistance have existed previously 
to mobilize assistance provided directly by Federal agencies and indirectly through 
grants to State, local, and private service agencies. 

A principal effort in establishing one-stop service centers has been in providing 
disaster assistance. The Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (previously 
OEP) maintains a one-stop center for victims of natural disaster:S to provide 

1 EDITOR'S NOTE: The subcommittee has received no other citations from the USWG. 
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information and counsel on Federal aid. State, local, and private service organiza-
tions have taken advantage of the centers to assi8t disaster victims. This involve-
ment is especially important since major sources of available direct assistance were 
from other levels of government and private organizations, e.g., Red Cross, 
county welfare department. Victims have been as isted much more espeditiously 
and effectively through the one-stop disaster service center concept. 

Social Security district offices are another long-standing example of one-stop 
centers dealing with direct assistance (more so since Federal assumption of the in-
come security programs under SSI). 

Neighborhood Service Centers funded by OEO through Community Action 
Agencies (CAA) did not, as a rule, provide one-stop service in rural areas. Rather, 
they were primarily outreach efforts with a few non-professional staff. Urban 
Neighborhood Service Centers supported by CAA's and Model Cities Agencies 
were much more extensive and complex than those found in rural areas. Thus the 
effort discussed in question 10 is without genuine precedent. 

The concept is more successful when State and local government is closely 
involved in e tablishing one-stop centers. We believe this approa(h, as described 
in the answer to the previous question, will result in a broader range of Federal, 
State, local, and private assistance being provided through the center:,. 

Question 12. Mr. Buchanan also inquired as to the possibility of further divi-
sions of the ten standard Federal regions. In this regard, could you tell us what 
speci~c steps have been taken to implement the mandate of the President, as 
expre~sed in his 1969 statement announcing the creation of standard Federal 
regions, that departments and agencies "provide high-level representation in 
citie;-:; where regional offices do not exist"? 

Ans"\':cr. There are no current plans to divide further the ten Rtandard Federal 
regions. As management requirements change and nc,v problems emerge in the 
future, the present structure cn,n be m0dified, of course. 

The question of adequn,te Federal representation in cities where rcgionn,1 offices 
do not exist was addre88ed as part of the broader Federnl AsRistance Revie,v 
(FAR) program starting in 1969. Under FAR, decentralization of program man-
agement responsibilitie8 and staff rernurces were considered in both r0gional and 
non-regional cities. HUD, for example, e:,::;tablished area offices with conKidernblc 
operational authority over Departmental programs in many non-regional cities. 

In addition, FRC's n,re making a systematic effort to work closely with officials 
in non-regionnl cities in such area.-; a.ca; integrated grant application, the Chief 
Executive Review and Comment experiment, and regular program review meet-
ings. We would also note that FRC's have played an increai;;ing part in providing 
high-level contact between city officials and regional Federal agency head .. For 
instance, the San Frnncisco Council now meets once a quarter in Lrna; Angeles; 
the Seattle Council ha:;; met in Juneau, Alaska, on Alaska Native and Pipeline 
problems; the New York FRC has met in Newark with the Mayor; the Denver 
FRC has met in SaJt Lake City and Rapid City; and all FRC's are meeting as a 
group in mo8t of the State capitals in their regions to brief State and local officials 
on the FY 1975 budget. 

Question 13. We understand that "Regional Representatives" from 0MB 
attend the meetings of Councils, advise and assist them, and monitor their per-
formance for 0MB and the USG. Would you explain their role in more detail? 

Answer. In carrying out his responsibilities under the overall 0MB and Field 
Activities Division mission, the 0MB field rep is expected to play a number 0f 
roles. He must work with a variety of interagency instruments including FRC's, 
Federal Executive Boards and Federal Executive Associations, Regional Com-
missions, etc., as well as with agency Washington officials as necessary. Ile is 
expected to identify major opportunities for improvement in interagency and 
intergovernmental coordination processes whenever and wherever he can, and to 
monitor the implementation of major Presidential programs and initiatives on 
behalf of the Director of 0MB. 

The 0MB rep, in effect, wens two hats in his FRC relationships. He must 
first support the FRC system and help make it more effective, giving advice, 
assistance, and support to the FRC Chairman as necessary and appropriate, 
and generally helping to expedite and facilitate solutions to interagcncy and 
intergovernmental problems. 

With his second hat, the 0MB rep is expected to monitor FRC effectiveness in 
general and field implementation of major program initiatives in particular. This 
monitoring role may, in some cases, involve conflicting views with FRC member. 
and Chairmen. This double role, however, is similar to that of an FRC Chairman 
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or member who must al. o perform his agency duties while participating in inter-
agency and intergovernmental decisions of the FRC. This agency role includes 
monitoring the FRC operation, 0MB rep input and Washington support from 
an agency perspective, and reporting these facts unilaterally up and down indi-
vidual agency channels. The 0MB rep must ultimately be accountable to the 
top management of 0MB ju t as individual agency regional directors must be 
to their agency leadership. That dual role is legitimate for the agency members 
of the FRC and so it is for the 0MB rep. 

In summary, the 0MB rep is an expeditor, adviser, and resource person for the 
FRC Chn.irman, the FEB Chairman, and other Federal field coordinating mech-
anisms as necessary; a monitor and evaltrntor of field mechanisms for 0MB; and 
an expeditor and facilitator of solutions to interagency and intergovernmental 
problems. He particularly must monitor interagency systems for which 0MB has 
direct policy responsibility, such as IGA, A-95, A-102, RMIS, etc. 

Quest1·on 14. Are you planning to implement the suggestion made by the Genernl 
Accounting Office that a small number of 0MB personnel be transferred to the 
regions to work with the Councils on a day-to-da,y basis? If so, what do you expect 
to be accomplished by such an experiment that cannot presently be accomplished 
under existing conditions? 

Answer. There is a gre:1t deal of hesitancy to introduce, a.t this time, the new 
clement of n.n outstationed 0MB representative. There is the danger that lines of 
authority and responsibility between a Regional Director and his Department 
might become confused by outstationing an 0MB representative for the purpose 
recommended. There is also a quei,,tion of whether the recommended assignment 
would represent the beRt use of 0MB personnel to support the Federal Regional 
Councils. These conditions warrant against pursuing at this time an experiment to 
outstation 0MB personnel for the purpose of assi:,;ting Councils in the development 
and operation of intergovernmental programs. However, 0MB will continue to 
review the question of outstationing personnel and, if conditions warrant, will 
rc-ev[tluate its position. 

Question 15. Mr. Bro"vn of Michigan asked whether full-time staffs would :1lso 
be established if you establish full-time Chairmen. Would that be OMB's inten-
tion? If so, how large would such stnffs be and who would pay their salnrie:--'? 

Answer. 0MB docs not intend that Chairmen sever connections with their agen-
cies and devote 100 percent of their time on FRC business. We intend that Chair-
men retnin agency ties and spend sufficient time on FRC :1ffairs to assure thnt FRC 
functions are performed. Similarly, OlVIB does not intend that staff working on 
interagency affairs through the FRC sever ties with their agencies. We anticipate 
that these personnel will remain agency employees n.nd would continue to repreRent 
their agencies in FRC m~1.tters. 

Question 16. If full-time staffs are cren.ted, would you expect to continue detniling 
agency personnel to the Councils for special projects? 

Answer. See answer to que. tion 15. We anticipate no full-time FRC employed 
staff. It is anticipated that agency staff will continue to represent their agencies in 
inter-agency matters being hn.ndled through the FRC's. 

Question 17. You testified that the Councils are involved in assuring compliance 
with Federal 1egulations, and you mentioned Circular A-9.~ in particular. We 
understand that, in spite of the work of the Councils, compliance with Circular 
A-95 remains a serious problem. Would you agree? If so, could you explain the 
nature of the problems in detail, and de'cribe what steps are being taken to solve 
the problems? We would appreciate your making available to tho subcommittee 
all evaluations of the functioning of the A-95 process. 

Answer. l\Iajor problems in implementation of 0MB Circular A-9,> center 
about three factors: 

a. The natural lag in communicating governmentwide policies and proceJures 
throughout the Federal establishment-in Washington and the field. 

b. The radical aspect of A-9.~ in shifting evaluation of Federal and federally-
assisted projects from purely Federal to a joint Federal-State-local evaluation; 
and from an orientation to i11ternal project quality to include consideration of its 
e.-clernal impacts on other activities, both within the applicant jurisdiction and 
on plans and programs of other jurisdictions. This often requires some adjustment 
in the thinking of Federal program personnel. 

c. The time required for State and local government to e tablish the institu-
tional capability to make effective inputs into project evaluation. 

The fir;-;t problem speaks for itself. It is the problem of any large bureaucracy. 
The second factor shows a steadily-if not alwa:n, rapidly-diminishing im-
portance. 0::\1B provides oversight of A-95 compliance largely on a complaint 
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basis, mediating between clearinghouses and Federal agencies, clarifyin~ pro-
cedureR, etc. The number of complaints received by 0MB about Federal agen-
cies' considering and/or approving applications that have not gone through the 
A-95 review process has diminished steadily, although as new programs are 
added to coverage of the project notification and review process, the shortfalls 
temporaril~r increase. Lack of compliance will vary among agencies and pro-
grams, and from region to region within agencies and programs. However, gen-
erall:v, improvement is steady. 

The third factor is also important. There are A-95 State clearinghouses in 
each of the States. At the areawide level there are about 470 clearinghouses, 
covering two-thirds of all countie. and including about 90 percent of the popula-
tion. However, areawide clearinghouses vary widely in capability. There are 
tho. e which perform reviews with no or only borrowed technical staff assistance; 
furthermore, the size of clearinghouse Rtaffs varies widel~r depending on function~ 
and sources of support. A-95 is not funded b~r the Federal Government (although 
HUD recognizes it as an eligible work item under its" 701" program). However, 
the National As. ociation of Regional Councils estimates savings derived from 
A-9.5 review as some $500 million annuallv. 

At the present time, A-95 oversight is rnanaged by a very smr.11 staff in O:VIB 
which has outreach to the agencies through a liaison officer in each. Outreach to 
the field is unsystematic and sporadic, although some FRC's, on their own initia-
tive, have tried to strengthen implementation. 0MB feels that formal delegation 
of responsibility for limited oversight and compliance should be vested in the 
Councils. 0MB ·would retain policy control of the requirement, but the more 
intimate FRC knmvledge of State and local government in each region, coupled 
with the steady decentralization of Federal progrr.m administration, should work 
towards much more effective utilization of A-95. This proposition is currently 
being reviewed by the agencies. 

Copies of some of the more important evaluations of A-95 are being provided 
to the subcommittee. They include: 

"Regional Decision Making: New Strategies for Substate Districts," Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, October 1973. 

"A-95: What It Is-How It Works," Office of Management and Budget. 
"The Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968: Survey of Federal and State 

Implementation," The Council of State Governments, July 1971. 
"Federal and Federally Assisted Programs and Projects-Evaluation, Review, 

and Coordination," Federal Register, November 28, 1973. 
"Coordination Eliminate. Conflicting Efforts," Regional Review Quarterly, 

National Association of Regional Council::s, January 1971. 
"Coordination of Future Development A Vital Need," Special Report, National 

A:a:sociation of Regional Councils, August 1972. 
"Local Government Participation in A-9.'5-Project Notification and Review 

S~'stem," Community Development Evaluat1·on Series No. 11, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, l\farch 1973. 

"Areawide Review of Federal Grnnt Applications," Urban Data Service, 
International City :.\Ianagement As. ociation, Februan- 1972. 

Question 18. What are the baRic objectives of R:MIS? 
Answer. The basic objective of RMIS is to provide FRC's with a more system-

atic capability for collecting and utilizing information in carr~,ing out the 
functions of Executive Order 11731. Three g<'neral types of information are 
included in the present system and form the basis for the specific RMIS subs~·s-
tems: grant tracking information (REGIS); social, economic, and demographic 
information (SEDS); and program budget information (BIS). 

Executive Order 11731 places primary emphasis on FRC responsibilities for 
improving coordination among Federal agPncies as well as between levels of 
government. Rl\1IS is designed to support both aspects of FRC activities with 
particular stress on the intergovernmental functions. The latter might include 
initiatives under RMIS such as clof:er monitoring of A-95 compliance through the 
REGIS program, better use of statistical data and anal~Ttical techniques to assess 
thf' projected need for or impact of selected programf:, and use of program budget 
information to facilitate program planning and re ource allocation. 
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a. Grant Tracking Information Subsystem (REGIS) 
REGIS is currently being pilot teEted by the Boston and Dallas FRC's and is 

the only automated subsystem of RMIS. Basically, REGIS is being de igned to 
enable a Council to track a selected grant application from the time it is sub-
mitted to an A-95 clearinghom:e for review through final notification of grant 
award or disapproval. 
b. Social, Economic, and Demographic Information Subsystem (SEDS) 

The statistical information subsystem of RMIS is still in the developmental 
stage. The primary objective of this effort is to identify statistical data and 
analytical techniques of particular relevance to FRC's and develop more system-
atic ways of making such resources available. Like the other components of 
RMIS, the statistical information subsystem assumes FRC's will be involved in 
a variety of interagency and intergovernmental initiatives in which SEDS might 
play an important role. 
c. Program Budget Information Subsystem (BIS) 

The primary objective of BIS is to provide more comprehensive and timely 
information to FRC's and State and local government on projected program 
funding. At the present time, BIS, which is also in the developmental stage, covers 
formula grants for the most part. Budget projections for programs covered start 
with the President's annual budget submission. On the basis of individual program 
formulas, the information is broken out by State and region. The system is being 
deRigned for updating as appropriations are approved or other changes take place. 
FRC's have already made extensive use of the limited BIS data in conducting 
budget briefings for State and local officials throughout the country. 

Question 19. How long has the overall RMIS (REGIS, SEDS, BIS) project 
been underway? What have been the total expenditures, both direct and indirect, 
to date? What is your estimate of expenditures for the current fiscal year? What is 
your estimate of likely total expenditures before the system becomes fully opera-
tional? 

Answer. a. The overall RMIS project is about two years old. The RMIS 
Project Initiation and Management Plan was approved in March 1972. 

b. Total direct expenditures from March 1972 through December 1973 are 
about $689,000. Indirect Federal expenditures relate chiefly to costs of 0MB and 
agency personnel participating in the design, monitoring, and coordination of 
RMIS activities including meetings, travel, etc. Total indirect costs are extremely 
difficult to estimate, but they are comidered to be much less than the direct costs. 

c. For the current fiscal year (FY 1974), expenditures are estimated at n.pproxi-
mately $625,000. 

d. Total expenditures from March 1972 through FY 1974 will be approximately 
$992,000. Additional costs to become "fully operational" in the other eight Federal 
regions, if that decision is made, will probably be primarily for regional staffing 
requirements, orientation, and personnel training rather than hardware or soft-
ware acquisition or further system development costs. These start-up costs 
(mainly training) would probably be relatively minimal except for staffing infor-
mation centers which would be considered part of actual operating costs. More 
precise cost estimates will he included in the RMIS assessment report which is 
to be completed by June 1974. 

Question 20. How many programs are covered under REGIS? How many 
programs are covered under A-95? How many programs are covered under A-98? 
How many programs are common to all three? How many do you expect to be 
eventually covered under all three? Have any problems arisen because of lack of 
coordination between those responsible for RMIS, A-95, A-98, and A-102? What 
i-; the justification for separate re ' ponsibilities and review cycles for the four? 
Please be as specific aE possible in this regard. 

Answer. a. At the outset, 48 programs were included under REGIS. These 
included only programs covered by procedures of both 0MB Circulars A-93 and 
A-98 (now Treasury Circular 1082). REGIS program coyerage continues to 
expand and currently covers upwards of 150 programs. 

b. \Vith the recent expansion of coverage, approximately 145 programs are 
covered by A-95. 
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c. A total of 220 programs a.re covered by TC 10 2. 
d. A total of 233 programs are covered by A-102. 
c. There are currently 49 programs common to A-0,5, TC 10 2, and A-102. 
However, there are now approximatelv 395 separate program. covered b>· at 

least one of the three policy circulars. This numb<'r ma~· be reduced somewhat 
as categorical grant programs continue to be consolidated or replaced by pecial 
revenue sharing program . . 

f. Eventually REGIS could be expanded to cover all 395 programs, with the 
po sibility of minor exemptions. There are an additional 60 to 75 program.' being 
. tudied for eventual inclusion undrr A-102. These will also be reviewed for potrn-
tial REGIS coverage at a later date. 

g. ,ve are not aware of any. ubstantive problems of coordination between those 
responsible for R:\IIS, A-95, TC 1082, and A-102. Nonethele·s, we are :-;ensitive 
to tho potential for coordination problems . incc day-to-da~· management of these 
activitie is lodged in three different agencic:,:;. Consequently, 0:MB in it,.; polic>· 
oversight role maintain:-; close and frequent contact with the offices rcspon:-;ible 
for th<'se activities. To cite one example, REGI 'i-.tandard test form 1 9 has been 
carefully coordinated as an eventual replacement for ~tandard form 240 of TC 
1082 and the. tandard cover sheet of A-102. 

h. The que-tion of ":-:;eparate responsibilities and rC'vi<'w c>·cle,.;" must he 
reviewed in proper context. A-9,) establi.-hrd policy for e\·aluation, rc\·ic>w, and 
coordination of Federal and federally-a sisted programs; TC 10 2 standardizes 
procedures and pre. crib<':-; a standard reporting form for Fcdrral agencie:-- to us<' in 
notifying States of grant-in-aid actions; A-102 dC'als with uniformit~· of adminis-
trative requirements for 0 -rants-in-aid and prC'scribes simplified standard forms for 
applications; REGIS is an automated sy:-;tC'm which has the capability to track 
pr<'-applications through tho award process for programs u:-;ing form 189, n.rrn>·ing 
this information in a wide variety of wa>·· . It i ' expectC'd that form 189 will become 
the standard form usC'd in connection with TC 1082 and A-102. 

01\IB continues to maintain an oversight rC'sponsihilit>· for the,-e~n.nd othC'r 
FC'dcral polic>· circulars. 0MB has delegatC'd to TrC'asury (IO 2) and to (;, ' A 
(A-102) respon:-;ihilitief! for insuring effective implC'mentation of procedures. 
, tudies made to date on establishing an all-encompassing polic>· circular as an 
umhrella for all information flow activities amonu Fednal agencie-; and on an 
intergovernmental husi. have not indicated much promise due to the V<'r.\· broad 
universe and necC'ssit>-· to treat each ba.-ic area as a comprehensive en tit.\· in itsC'lf. 

Question 21. Have State and/or local governments supportedJthe devPlopmcnt 
of Rl\1IS eith<'r directly or indirectly (through the financing of A-0.".5 'A-U clear-
inuhouscs or through the provbion of data used in th" svstems)? What is your 
estimate of total financial support provided to date h:,, 'tate and /or local govC'rn-
mcnts either directly or indirectly? Plea ·e be as specific as possible in this regard, 
and, if total estimates arc not possible, plea:-;(' provide specific example-.: of dir<'ct 
or indirect co:;;t.:. How much of the data u -ed in the . ystem is pro\·idcd by State 
and local governments? 

An--wer. a. Ye-,, • tatc :md local government have . upportPd dC'vC'lopnwnt 
of TDII, both directly and indirectly. Developm nt of form 1 9 (copy nltaclwd) 
in particular was a highly coordinated process. In nddition, clearinghow,C's in the' 
test regions have be<'n inst.rumental in processing 1 9 forms as part of the infor-
mation flow into thC' REGIS svstem. 

h. At presrnt it is not possibic to provide a dctnilC'd <'stimate of tobl '' financial 
. upport" provided by State and local gov<'rnmcnts, except to acknowkdge that 
it is considerable'. An example of direct costs is the substantial a ·sLtancC' providrd 
h>· , 'tatc and local officials in developing th<' form 1< !) and in review and coordi-
nation of technical matter associated with REG!. . An C'xample of indirC'ct co,.;ts 
is the support provided b>· clearinghouse,- in proces. ing 1 9 forms. It should he 
notrd that much of this procef':sing of grant information is ba.' iC to carr~·ing 
out, the clearinghou-;<''s o ;vn mis. ion a. well. In addi t ion, FC'deral fund.·, princi-
pally IIUD 701, often arc used to support part of u cl<'aringhou, e': opnation. 
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In response to this question, we also have reque:';ted the two pilot FRC's in-
volved with REGIS to consult with cooperating State and local governments to 
determine if a more detailed summary of State and local governments financial 
support for REGIS can be prepared. As soon as this information is received, we 
will provide it to the subcommittee. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

ESTIMATES OF STATJD SUPPORT FOR DEVELOI MEKT OF THE REGIONAL GRANT 
INFORMATION SYSTEM THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1973 

Region I: Connecticut ______________________________________________ _ 
Maine ___________________________________________________ _ 
MaRsachusetts ___________________________________________ _ 
New Hampshire __________________________________________ _ 
Rhode Island ____________________________________________ _ 
Vermont (no response). 

Subtotal _______________________________________________ _ 
Region VI: ~rkansas ________________________________________________ _ 

Loui "'iana ________________________________________________ _ 
New Mexico _____________________________________________ _ 
Okl~homa _______________________________________________ _ 
Texas ___________________________________________________ _ 

Subtotal _______________________________________________ _ 

State to taL _____________________________________ · _______ _ 

Estimated 
amount of 

State support 
$6,440 
12,000 
75,000 

4, 14,5 
7,675 

10-~, 260 

$8,000 
28,800 
22,800 

7,200 
19,100 

85,900 

$191, 160 
In addition to the direct State costs listed above, the States of Oklahoma and · 

Texas provided the following estimates for regional or sub-State cleaiinghouscs 
which also supported the REGIS program: 

Oklahoma has 11 regional clearinghouses which averaged about $11,000 each 
in direct REGIS support costs for a total of $121,000. 

Texas has 24 regional or sub-State clearinghouses which averaged about $15,000 
each in direct REGIS support cost for a total of $360,000. 

[N 0T1~: The above estimates were prepared by the respective States in response 
to the subcommittee's request for such information and have not been verified by 
0MB or the Federal regional councils.] 

c. A substantial amount of the total information within REGIS is provided 
by the applicant (parts one and three of form 189). Where the applicant is n, State 
or local government entity, or where the clearinghouse may elect to fill out the 
form for the applicant, the State/local government is involved in providing the 
information in parts one, two, and three of the five-part form. It Rhould be noted, 
however, that this information is part of the normal grant application proccRs 
and not an additional set of information requirements for the sole purpose of the 
REGIS sy,'tem. 
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Question 22. Have State and/or local governments been directly involved in pro-viding support and encouragement for this effort? Have they been involved in program formulation and resolution of conflict, technical direction and support, and/or operational management? Will they be directly involved in any or all of these functions in the future? If so, how? Please be as specific as possible regarding future involvement. 
Answer. a. State and local governments, particularly in the two pilot regions, have been directly involved in providing support for the RMIS program. During the system development period, a high degree of involvement was solicited n.nd received. This included regional RMIS task groups of FRC members and repre-sentatives of the various States in the two test regions; and a national RMIS policy and review group comprised of Federal agencies, selected Federal regions, Public Interest Groups, and spokesmen for the test region States. 
b. Direct involvement is expected to continue. A mechanism is currently being devised that will provide direct access to the USW G by appropriate Public Interest Groups representing State and local interests. This will be a two-way communication channel on all matters of interest to State and local governments. In addition, the test region FRC's are continuing their regularly scheduled meetings with State and local officials on RMIS. 0MB, of course, continues to respond to inquiries and comments on RMIS from State and local governments and other bodies. 
Question 23. Has attention been given to legislative information requirements in the development of RMIS. Please be as specific as possible in this regard. Answer. 0MB recognized the similarity of information needed by Congress and that needed by FRC's, States, and local governments. In fulfilling our responsibilities under the Legislative Reorganization Act (LRA) of 1970, we are addressing the whole spectrum of congressional information needs, which extends far beyond the scope of RMIS. However, the experience gained to date in the RMIS effort will be used in developing alternatives to meet some of the congres-sional needs dealing with grant information. 
A report on LRA has been recently forwarded to Congress discussing these needs and relationships in greater detail. A copy will be provided to the subcom-mittee under separate cover. 
Question 24. Is provision being made to share with Members of Congress and congressional committees information generated by RMIS? If not, please explain why not. 
Answer. RMIS was designed as a management tool for FRC's with particular emphasis on responding to the information and coordination needs of State and local governments. Although congressional needs, especially those of committees, were not explicitly considered in development of RMIS, we would hope that RMIS, particularly the REGIS susbsystem, can be helpful in meeting some of these needs. A number of FRC's have responded to individual requests from Members of Congress on the status of grant applications or the scope of Federal funding in their districts. RMIS should be of assistance in responding to such requests in a more timely and systematic fashion. 
RMIS is still a.n experimental effort, being tested and revised as the pilot develops. The system will be more available to Congress and others when and if it becomes operational sometime after June 1974. At present, RMIS is not an operational information system. 
Question 25. You testified that Councils sponsor Annual Arrangements. This function was assigned to the Councils in February 1972. How many have been negotiated to date? 
Answer. Three Councils have negotiated Annual Arrangements with con.ider-able variations in design. They are: 
New England Federal Regional Council (Region I) with Manchester, New Hampshire, 
Southwest Federal Regional Council (Region VI) with Tulsa, Oklahoma, Northwest Federal Regional Council (Region X) with the State of Washington, King County, and the city of Seattle. 
Question 26. You testified that one of the major problems that Councils have experienced is the lack of decentralization in some agencies, and the uneven authorities possessed by regional directors of agencies involved in the system. The Federal Assistance Review program was launched in 1969 to solve this problem. Could you explain why it remains a problem in 1974? 
Answer. Since questions 26 and 28 deal with closely interrelated issues, we are responding to both of them here. 
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The Federal A!-4sh,t:mcc Review (FAR) program, which was formally carried 
'out over a three-year period, had a number of objectives bearing on streamlining 
Federal aidstance, one of which dealt with decentralization. While we believe 
there were tangible results under FAR, we al.0 0 believe that the que:tion of opti-
mum decentralization of Federal programs was not completely settled under 
FAR-nor should it h:1Ve been. The level of decentralization for Federal programs 
can and ~hould be adjusted in response to changes in program policic:-., objective~, 
and requirements, and change~ in the environment, including the intergovern-
mental arena. We believe the FAR program was valuable not just for the achieve-
ments during its formal term but also for the groundwork which it laid for con-
tinuin0· attention to decentralization. 

Questions 26 and 28 raise other aspects of decentralization related to common 
regional headquarters and FRC'~: lack of decentralization in i--ome agcncie:', 
delegation of authority below the regional level to i--ub-regional offices in some 
cases, and uneven authorities delegated to regional office' in other irn,tanccs. These 
a:pcct,, reflect two distinct problems: the possible lack of sufficient decentraliza-
tion of authority from \Vashington to lower levels, and the relationship of the 
appropriate level of decentralized authority with the level at which coordination 
can l1l(,st fruitfully occur. 

Insofar as authority may not have been decentralized sufficiently or to the lowest 
practical level, we intend to continue working with agencies to eek the appropriate 
level for a given program or i--et of programs. In ca, es where the desirable level of 
dccentrnlizcd authority may not be the same as the desired level of coordination, 
we believe arrencie,' ·hould eek the objective of providing optimal service to State 
and local governments or individual applicants and, having addrc. ·ed that ques-
tion, build in the necessary means of information flow and coordination so that 
problems of concern to regional coordinating bodies such as FR C's can be addrc::- ·ed 
there. Where conflicts or difference. between decentralization and coordination 
objectives may exist, we do not believe the proper solution is to insure that field 
structure and related authoritie of Federal agencies are identical since this would 
not be adequately re. pon ive to the differing statutory mi ions of arrencies, 
changing program objective', or increasing capacities of State and local 
government. 

W c intend to build upon the framework established by FAR and provide con-
tinuing attention to these problems and issues. 8pecifically, we arc con idering 
development and issuance of a policy circular on decentralization in the near 
future which would e tablish objectives, criteria, and general guidelines to provide 
agencies with more ,vorkable reference points against which to measure decentrali-
zation of their program::;, including the need to provide effective mean of coor-
dination with the activities of other agencies. 

Question 27. You testified that the number of decentralized programs doubled 
from less than 100 to about 190. Would you kindly identify the programs included 
in thc:,,c two figure , and indicate how your findings were validated? 

An ·wer. During FAR, programs were con idered decentralized on the basis of 
ome concrete evidence . uch as formal delegations of authority. It was on the 

ba 'is of ~uch evidence that nearly 100 programs were identified as being decen-
tralized at the beginning and an additional 90 were considered decentralized by the 
end of the FAR program. 

Subsequent efforts to reduce the number of highly specialized programs ha 
led to consolidation, and thu some of these programs no longer exist as individual 
programs. Further, some programs have not been continued. Of the nearly 190 
programs con idered decentralized at the end of the FAR project, 142 remain in 
the active program category. These programs arc identified in the attached Ii t. 

10.051 
10.054 
10.056 
10.057 
10.039 
10.404 
10.40G 
10.407 
10.410 

PROGRAMS DECENTRALIZED PRIOR TO FAR 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Commodity Loan and Purchases 
Emergency Con ervation Mca ures 
Storage Facilities and Equipment Loans 

ugar Production Stabilization 
National Wool Act Payments 
Erncrgcncy Loans 
Farm Operating Loans 
Farm Ownership Loan 
Low to 1\loderatc Income Hou ·ing Loans 

• 
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10.411 
10.413 
10.414 
10.415 
10.416 
10.417 
10.419 
10.420 
10.550 
10.551 
10.552 
10.553 
10.554 
10.555 
10.556 
10.900 
10.901 
10.903 
10.904 

11.303 

13.606 
13.707 
13.714 
13.724 
13.746 
13.754 
13.761 
13.800 
13.801 
13.802 
13.803 
13.804 
13.805 
13.806 

14.108 

14.110 

14.112 

14.115 
14.116 
14.117 
14.118 
14.119 
14.120 
14.121 
14.122 
14.123 
14.124 
14.12,5 
14.126 
14.127 
14.128 
14.129 
14.130 

14.132 
14.133 

Rural Hom:;ing Site Loans 
Recreation Facility Loans 
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Resource Conservation and Development Loans 
Rural Rental Housing Loans 
Soil and Water Loans 
Very Low-Income Housing Repair Loans 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Loans 
Rural Self-Help Housing Technical Assistance 
Food Distribution 
Food Stamps 
Special Food Service Program for Children 
School Breakfast Program 
Nonfood Assistance for School Food Service Programs 
National School Lunch Program 
Special Milk Program for Children 
Great Plains Conservation 
Resource Conservation and Development 
Soil Survey 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Economic Development-Technical Assistsnce 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

Surplus Property Utilization 
Child Welfare Services 
Medical Assistance Program 
Public Assistance-State and Local Training 
Rehabilitation Services and Facilities-Basic Support 
Public Assistance-Social Services 
Public Assistance-Maintenance Assistance (State Aid) 
:Medicare-Hospital Insurance 
l\Iedicare-Supplementary Medical Insurance 
Social Security-Disability Insurance 
Social Security-Retirement Insurance 
Social Security-Special Benefits for Persons Aged 72 and Over 
Social Security-Survivors Insurance 
Special Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

:Major Home Improvement Loan Insurance-Housing Outside Urban 
Renewal Areas 

::\Iobile Home Loan Insurance-Financing Purchase of Mobile Homes as 
Principal Residence 

Mortgage In urnnce-Construction or Rehabilitation of Condominium 
Projects 

l\lortgage Insurance-Development of Sales-Type Cooperative Projects 
Mortgage Insurance-Group Practice Facilities 
Mortgage Insurance-Homes 
Mortgage Insurance-Homes for Certified Veterans 
Mortgage Insurance-Homes for Disaster Victim.' 
Mortgage Insurance-Homes for Low and Moderate Income Families 
:Mortgage Insurance-Homes in Outlying Areas 
::\Iortgage Insurance-Homes in Urban Renewal Areas 
Mortgage Insurance-Housing in Older, Declining Areas 
:Mortgage Insurance-Investor Sponsored Cooperative Housing 
Mortgage In urance-Land Development and New Communities 
Mortgage Insurance-Management-Type Cooperative Projects 
Mortgage Insurance-Mobile Home Parks 
Mortgage Insurance-Hospitals 
Mortgage Insurance-Nursing Homes and Related Care Facilities 
::\1ortgage Iwurance-Purchase by Homeowners of Fee Simple Title from 

Le sors 
::vlortgage In urance-Purcha. e of Sales-Type Cooperative Housing Units 
~lortgage In urance-Purcha e of Units in Condominiums 



14.134 
14.135 
14.137 

14.139 
14.140 
14.142 
14.143 

14.144 

14.14.5 
14.1.51 
14.1-52 
14.153 
14.154 
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Mortgage In. urance-Rental Hou, ing 
Mortgage Insurance-Rental Hou, ing for :Moderate Income Families 
Mortgage Insurance--Rental Housing for Low and Moderate Income 

Families, Market Interest Rate 
Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing in Urban Renewal Area 
Mortgage Insurance-Special Credit Rbks 
Property Improvement Loan In urance--All Exi. ting Structur<'s 
Property Improvement Loan Insurance-Construction of Nonre idential 

Farm Structures 
Property Improvement Loan In urance-Con:-struction of N onre.- idential 

or N onfarm tructures 
Property Improvement Loan Insuranc<.'-ExiRting Multifamily Dwellings 
Supplemental Loan Insurance-Multifamily Rental Housing 
Mortgage Insurance-Experimental II omes 
Mortgage Insurance-Experimental ProjectR Other Than Housing 
Mortgage Insurance-Experimental Rental Housing 

DEPARTMENT OF THE L ' TERIOR 

1.3.605 Fi. h Restoration 
15.611 Wildlife Restoration 

DEPARTMENT OF TR.\NSPORT.\TIO. T 

20.20!5 Highway Research, Planning, and Construction 
20.600 State and Community Highway Safety 

:59.001 
59.003 
i>9.012 
59.013 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Displaced Busine. s Loan 
Economic Opportunity Loans for mall Business 
Small Business Loans 
State and Local Development Company Loan 

ADDITIONAL PROGR .\MS DECENTRALIZED AFTER COMPLETION OF FAR 

10.0.'52 
10.0.55 
10.0.58 
10.060 
10.650 
10.651 
10.652 

13.206 
13.207 
13.210 
13.211 
13.217 
13.220 
13.223 
13.229 
13.230 
13.232 
13.246 
13.2.53 
13.266 
13.464 
13.465 
13.482 

13.488 
13.492 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRI ULTURE 

Cotton Production Stabilization 
Feed Grain Production Stabilization 
Wheat Production Stabilization 
Beekeeper Indemnity Payments 
State and Private Fore. try Cooperation 
Forestry Cooperative Research 
Forestry Research 

DEPARTME. T OF HEALTH, EDUC.\TIO. T, AXD WELFARE 

Comprehensive Health Planning-Areawide Grant. 
Comprehensive Health Planning-Grants to State 
Comprehensive Public Health Services-Formula Grants 
Crippled Children's Services 
Family Planning Projects 
Health Facilities Con truction-Grants 
Health Facilities Construction-Technical Assistance 
Indian Sanitation Facilities 
Inten ive Infant Care Projects 
Maternal and Child Health Services 
Migrant Health Grants 
Health Facilities Construction-Loanc:; and Loan Guarantees 
Childhood Lead-BaRed Paint Poisoning Control 
Library Services-Grants for Public Libraries 
Library Service. -Interlibrary Cooperation 
Special Service for Disadvantaged 'tudent in Institution of Higher 

Education 
Talent Search 
Upward Bound 

... 



14.103 

14.104 

14.105 
14.106 

14.141 

14.146 

14.147 
14.148 
14.149 
14.308 
14.607 

I.HOO 
1.5.401 
15.600 

16.500 
16.501 
16.502 

16.504 
16.511 
16.512 
16.513 

17.207 
17.225 
17.226 

20.102 
20.103 

23.002 
23.004 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Interest Reduction Payments-Rental and Cooperative Housing for 
Lower Income Families 

Interest Subsidy-Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Homes for Resale 
to Lower Income Families 

Interest Subsidy-Homes for Lower Income Families 
Interest Subsidy-Purchase of Rehabilitated Homes by Lower Income 

Families 
Non profit Housing Sponsor Loans-Planning Projects for Low and 

Moderate Income Familie~ 
Public Housing-Acquisition (With or Without Rehabilitation) and 

Construction 
Public Housing____;Homeownership for Low Income Families 
Public Housing-Leased 
Rent Supplements-Rental Housing for Lower Income Families 
Housing Rehabilitation Grants 
Public Housing-:v.Iodernization of Projects 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition and Development 
Outdoor Recreation State Planning-Financial Assistance 
Anadromous Fish Conservation 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Law Enforcement Assistance-Comprehensive Planning Grants 
Law Enforcement Assistance-Discretionary Grants 
Law Enforcement Assistance-Improving and Strengthening Law 

Enforcement 
Law Enforcement Education Program-Student Financial Aid 
Law Enforcement Assistance-Educational Development 
Law Enforcement Assistance-Internships 
Law Enforcement Assistance-Training 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Employment Service 
Unemployment Insurance-Grants to States 
Work Incentives Program-Training and Allowances 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Airport Development Aid Program 
Airport Planning Grnnt Program 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Appalachian Supplements to Federal Grant-in-Aid 
Appalachian Health Demonstrations 

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

27.012 Intergovernmental Personnel Grants 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

59.007 1'.lanagement and Technical Assistance for Disadvantaged Businessmen 
59.016 Bond Guarantees for Surety Companies 

Question 28. Have the potential benefits of uniform regional boundaries and 
common regional headquarters been undermined by the delegation of authority 
to sub-regional offices, and by lack of decentralization in some agencies? If so, 
what steps are being taken to resolve the problem? 

Answered in response to question 26. 
Question 29. Would you explain the division of management responsibilities 

between 0MB and GSA? 

33-159-74--8 
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Answer. Prior to the transfer of certain management functions to GSA, 0MB 
had been increasingly involved in large numbers of time-consuming management 
improvement projects in such areas as grant-in-aid simplification, agency man-
agement systems, audit and accounting systems, property management, pro-
curement systems, and other technical activities. 

These were and are highly important functions, but placed heavy demands on 
OMB's limited staff. Performance of these functions also tended to limit the re-
sources available to carry out OMB's major re ponsibilities for resource allocation, 
program evalua.tion, and development of basic management policy guidelines. 

Accordingly, the President saw a valuable opportunity to strengthen both 
0MB and GSA by rea signing certain 0MB functions to GSA and by providing 
GSA with a strong Presidential mandate to assume leadership in the effective 
performance of the new management responsibilities. 

Executive Order 11717, May 9, 1973, transferred certain Government-wide 
policy development functions in procurement, property management, financial 
management, and ADP management systems from 0MB to GSA. GSA now has 
overall leadership responsibility for developing Government-wide policy in 
these areas and for seeing that such policy is carried out. GSA is undertaking 
these responsibilities under the broad policy oversight of 0MB, drawing upon 
OMB's assistance in working with departments and agencies in resolution of 
major policy issues. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :35 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, January 30, 1974.] 



NEW FEDERALISlU 
( Organizational and Procedural Arrangements for Federal 

Grant Administration) 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1974 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
lNTERGOVERN:\IENTAL RELATIO~ s Sunco::u:\IITTEE 

OF THE CmnnTTEE ON GovERN:i.\IENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :35 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives L. H. Fountain, Benjamin S. Rosenthal, 
Don Fuqua, James V. Stanton, Clarence J. Bro\,-n of Ohio, John H. 
Buchanan, Jr., and Alan Steelman. 

Also present: Dr. Delphis C. Goldberg and Dr. Gary Bombardier, 
professional staff members; and Richard L. Thomp on, minority 
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Let the subcommittee come to order and the record 
show that a quorum is present. 

We will continue our hearings this morning on administrative 
initiatives under the "New Federalism" by taking testimony from 
Mr. Dwight A. Ink, Deputy Administrator of the General Services 
Administration. Mr. Ink will be testifying on the Integrated Grant 
Administration program and particularly on H.R. 11236, the proposed 
Joint Funding Simplification Act. This bill would provide permanent 
authorization for the types of activities which are presently being 
undertaken on an experimental basis under the Integrated Grant 
Administration program. 

We are delighted to have you with us again, Mr. Ink. The last time 
you appeared before this subcommittee, I believe you repreRented the 
Office of Management and Budget. I want to wish you well in your 
new position. 

I wonder if you would introduce to the subcommittee your associates 
and then proceed with your prepared statement. 

STATEMENT OF DWIGHT INK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOSEPH AMA-
RAL, JR., PROGRAM MANAGER, INTEGRATED GRANT ADMINIS-
TRATION; TONEY HEAD, JR., SENIOR MANAGEMENT ANALYST, 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET; AND WILLIAM J. ARM-
STRONG, CONSULTANT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Mr. INK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As a matter of fact, I used to appear before this subcommittee for 

the Department of Housing and Urban Development, under a dif-
ferent administration, and the Atomic Energy Commission. I have 

(111) 
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had an opportunity to work with this committee over a period of 
years. 

To my far right, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Joe Amaral, who has recently 
taken over the work in the Integrated Grant Administration area 
in the General Services Administration. To my immediate right 
is the individual who really has done the most work in pulling this 
program together and designing it and got the effort started for us 
over in 0MB, Toney Head. He is "-ith the Office of Management 
and Budget, but because he played such a key role in designing and 
getting it under way, we have asked him to join us here this morning. 
To my left is Mr. Bill Armstrong, who for many years headed the 
financial management work in the Office of Management and Budget, 
and is still working with us on improvement of financial management 
in grant-in-aid administration. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. It is nice to have all of you gentlemen with us. 
Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to be here today to 

present the administration's views on H.R. 11236, the Joint Funding 
Simplification Act of 1973. 

This bill is almost identical to legislation passed by the House of 
Representatives in the 91st Congress and is identical to S. 2299, 
which passed the Senate November 19, 1973. As you know, a different 
version of joint funding had previously passed the Senate in the 92d 
Congress. The administration has strongly supported these bills, and 
in both Houses the measures had bipartisan support. 

Joint funding has been supported by both Democratic and Repub-
lican administrations as one of the tools needed to improve grant 
administration. 

As I recall, Mr. Chairman, this was first introduced in 1967 under 
the Johnson administration. 

The importance of joint funding was emphasized by this admin-
istration in the fiscal 1974 budget. Special Analysis N of the Budget, 
on Federal Aid to State and Local Governments, called for reform of 
the grant system, and indicated that joint funding was a necessary 
part of that reform. The general concept of joint funding was also put 
forward recently by the Comptroller General, in a report to the 
Congress dealing with Department of Labor grants to States. The 
Comptroller General recommended that the Congress consider some 
form of joint funding legislation in order to provide a basis for more 
accurate accounting for a program financed from several sources. 
Although the Comptroller General's recommendation dealt with 
joint funding for administrative costs of State agencies, rather than 
total project costs as envisaged in H.R. 11236, we believe the basic 
concept is essentially the same. The concept of joint funding has been 
supported by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations, on which you have served for many years, by representatives of 
State and local governments, and by the following professional 
associations: the American Institute of CP A's, the Federal Govern-
ment Accountants Association, and the Municipal Finance Officers 
Association. Many State and local governments have expressed in-
terest in participating in jointly-funded projects. 

The purpose of H.R. 11236 is to simplify funding and other pro-
cedures in those cases where a grantee receives assistance from two or 
more different agencies or programs within an agency. The bill would 
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provide a means by which funds, procedures, and administrative 
requirements of related programs could be brought together simply 
and speedily to support a particular project or group of projects for 
which Federal assistance is being sought. The proposal is a part of the 
administration's 10-point Federal assistance review to streamline 
Federal assistance. 

I believe, Mr. Chairman, your hearings are covering other parts of 
this 10-point program, and you have other witnesses appearing on 
other portions of it. 

This bill would not affect the substantive provisions of existing 
grant programs. The identity, the purpose, and the criterion for 
eligibility of each program would remain untouched. However, pro-
gram funds could be applied to appropriate projects more effectively, 
and more expeditiously, and accounted for more accurately under the 
proposed authorities. 

The need for legislation of this kind stems from the rapid, indeed 
explosive, growth of Federal grant-in-aid programs, especially during 
the 1960's. Each of these programs, considered on its own terms, could 
be justified as a reasonable attempt to use Federal dollars to help 
solve a problem or meet a particular need of national importance. 
Each such program brought with it its own set of administrative 
requirements, limitations, and administrative procedures, designed 
independently of other programs. However, the needs of the whole 
individual, or family, or governmental jurisdiction, of ten are not 
easily compartmentalized. 

As programs grew in size, number, and complexity, it became in-
creasingly difficult for a grantee to meet the proliferating Federal 
requirements, and to administer programs as a coherent, effective 
response to the problems they were intended to ameliorate. The result 
was increasing confusion, duplication, fragmentation, and losses in 
efficiency of operation. Resources were diverted to exercises in grants-
manship or, in some cases, opportunities to obtain grants were lost out 
of sheer lack of knowledge of how to tap the cumbersome system. 
By the late 1960's, the growing problems were apparent, and efforts 
were begun to make adjustments. One significant outcome was the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. We see R.R. 11236 as 
an extension of the philosophy of the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act and, of course, projects undertaken under its authority would 
comply with provisions of that act. 

Other legislative and administrative steps have also been taken, or 
are now under development. For example, over the past several years 
we have been conducting experiments and pilot projects in funding 
simplification under existing limited authority. The largest of these 
efforts is the Integrated Grant Administration program (IGA) which 
is directed toward coordinating grants from several different Federal 
sources. On a pilot ba is the IGA has made it possible for State and 
local governments to administer whole projects more effectively by: 

1. Meeting interrelated needs with one comprehensive State or local 
plan for receiving Federal support from several agencies. The alterna-
tive to the IGA procedure of submitting one application covering all 
Federal agencies and program necessary to fund the plan is a separate 
application for each grant program requested, coupled with separate 
administrative and reporting requirements as ociated with each pro-
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gram. The results are frequently isolated, nonsynchronized funding 
decisions and undue administrative time and cost requirements of an 
applicant that would normally preclude an effective Federal response. 

2. Establishing coordinated work plans and priorities geared to their 
own needs, rather than conforming to a series of separate Washington-
imposed plans. 

3. Receiving Federal agency funds in synchronization with their own 
planning and funding cycles. Without IGA, each element of a project 
may be funded on a different funding cycle, creating the problems 
involved in beginning various portions of a project at different points 
in the Federal fiscal year. This makes it extremely difficult for the 
State or local unit of government to plan and execute these related 
activities on a coordinated basis. 

4. Reporting progress and project revisions to one Federal center. 
IGA reporting requirements encourage that the applicant be spared 
the need to prepare separate reports for each participating grantor 
agency. Those formal reports required for IGA projects are funneled 
through the lead agency. The IGA guidelines do not replace or restrict 
technical communication that may be necessary between an indi-
vidual participating Federal grantor agency and the applicant. It is 
important in any case, however, to coordinate all policy communica-
tions through a lead agency to make the joint support effort mean-
ingful, and to eliminate overlapping reporting for the applicant. 

5. Replacing separate Federal agency audits with a joint or coor-
dinated audit arranged by one agency on behalf of all. And I will 
return to this later. 

All of these benefits, we believe, are inherent in the provisions of 
R.R. 11236. 

Twenty-six pilot projects, representing States, rities, counties, both 
urban and rural, Indian governing bodies, regional planning organiza-
tions, and a school district, are now being conducted throughout the 
country. The results to date are encouraging. However, we believe that 
permanent legislative authority for joint funding is necessary if we are 
to expand beyond a pilot operation, and we also regard congressional 
endorsement and support as very desirable. 

A recent draft report by the General Accounting Office, which 
assessed the accomplishments of Federal regional councils, concluded: 

In our opinion, the most substantive progress made by councils to deYelop a 
coordinated Federal approach was through specific projects under programs such 
as IGA. Although these efforts were worthwhile, they reached a limited number 
of potential applicants, thereby leaving an unfilled need for coordination of Federnl 
assistance. 

The GAO also pointed out that representatives of the regional 
councils estimated that processing IGA applications requirctl more 
Federal administratiYe effort than would have been required for 
separate categorical grants. This, we believe, was the result of IGA 
being a pilot effort. 

Pilot efforts should not be regarded as a mea. ure of the amount of 
time and resources which are to be requirr<l to carry out a program 
once it becomes operational. They can be vrry useful from the stand-
point of extrapolating estimated re, ources, but such rxtrapolation 
has to be done very carefully. In this instance, for example, the 
advantage of standardized requirements under A-102 haxe not been 
reflected in existing IGA project , but "·ill be a-vuilable for future 
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projects. Further, as one would expect, a regional council such as 
Seattle which has been working with IGA for several years under-
standably requires less effort p~r project than do those councils which 
have just begun to work with the IGA within the past year. In most 
instances, we believe the IGA has had a favorable impact on local 
government and its capacity to meet local needs. Some of the pilot 
projects are, of course, not far enough along to reach firm conclusions. 

I would stress the point that the first year a unit of State or local 
goYernment embarks on the IGA process, the project consumes far 
more time and effort than is true of subsequent years. This is espe-
cially true if during the first year the grantee is simultaneously 
attempting major program innovations. 

Particularly crucial to the relative success of these projects is the 
quality and experience of the Federal coordinating officer. It is not 
only important that he work closely " -ith grantees but that he also 
have the capacity to invoke representatives of the other funding 
agencies in a team approach. 

FinalJy, varying degrees of decentralization among Fetleral agencies 
an<l their regional offices have created difficulties for the applicant 
in obtaining timely approval actions and funding decisions. HO\rnYer, 
this situation is impro,-ing. 

In another step of significance to the IGA pilot operations, we have 
moved administratively, as part of the Federal Assistance Review 
(FAR), to standardize the thousands of administrative requirements 
in grants, many of which were inconsistent or conflirting. We have 
developed and issued, as Circular No. A-102, standard requirements 
in 15 different areas, such as cash depositories, bonding and in. urance, 
record retention, matching share, and program income. As a result of 
the President's recent reassignment of management policy fnncti_ons 
from the Office of Management and Budget to the General Services 
Administration, the provisions of Circular Ko. A-102 wi.ll hortly be 
incorporated into one of a new series of Federal management circulars, 
for which GSA's Office of Federal Management Policy, under Mr. 
Ron Zeckman, is now responsible. At this point, the provisions of the 
circular are well on their way to being fully implemented. \Vhile some 
problems still remain, and while we recognize the need to remain vigi-
lant against backsliding in this area, we are optimi. tic that full im-
plementation will shortly be achieved. 

Similarly, an interagency work group, under the able leadership of 
Elmer Staats' General Accounting Office, has developed and issued 
audit standards for use in audits of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments. \Ve now have incorporated these standards by reference in the 
first substantive Federal Management Circular, FMC 73-2, which was 
issued September 28, 1973, and which replaced 0MB Circular Ko. 
A-73. Uniformity in Federal administrative requirements and audit 
standards will, in our opinion, facilitate immensely the management 
of grant programs and the use of joint funding. 

Despite the improvements that have been made, the following 
excerpt from a recent report of the State of Utah indicates we have a 
long way to go in treamlining the grant administration processes: 

Federal grnnts pln,~r an increm,ing]y import::mt but often unrecognized role in 
the development of State :1nd local policieR and progrnms. Fedeml grants trndi-
tionally account for more than 12 percent of the public expenditure~ for hoRpital 
construction; 30 percent of public expenditures for se"·er and wn.ter sy~tl'ms; 2 5 
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percent of public expenditures for library construction; and 77 percent of the 
public expenditures for highway-. 

""Cndoubtedly, Federal regulations govering the expenditure of the e monieR 
have played a large role in the operation and tlesign of these programs and facili-
ties. In addition to influencing the design of State and local programs, Federn.l 
grants have become so pervasive, so complex, and so specialized, that it is often 
difficult, if not impossible, for chief executives to coordinate Federal, State, and 
local programs, or to determine the impact on their jurisdictions. 

H.R. 11236 would have a beneficial impact on State and local 
government in overcoming some of the administrative difficulties 
involved in grant projects funded by more than one agency or pro-
gram. For example, a State or local government could as. cmble a 
multifaceted project requiring as istance from several grant program 
under a unified set of rules for planning, application, funding, account-
ing, reporting, auditing, et cetera. 

The idea of a single audit, by the way, is something we have found 
particularly useful. It allo"·s one agency to do the audit work for all, 
thns avoiding the waste that is sometimes involved in overlapping 
and duplicate auditing when t"·o or more agencies give grants to the 
ame State or local government. This lessen the di ruption in the 

operations of the grantee by not having to deal with a separate group 
of auditors from each agency that participated in the grant program. 
Audits can be made using a single audit guide, and testing for com-
pliance ·with a single set of administrative requirements. Program 
requirements, of course, remain the same. Also, the management fund 
called for in the bill will facilitate accounting and provide a basis for 
more accurately allocating costs to the various elements of a project 
" ·hich are funded by various agencies or programs. 

In addition, the legi lation would lessen the need for State and local 
goyernments to create special grant administration units and to 
a ign some of their most capable staff to devote disproportionate 
amounts of time in the admini trative morass of fiscal and reporting 
comple:xities required of the Federal grant as istance programs. Such 
"artificially" induced distortions of State and local management 
structures may be charged against the Federal grants as administra-
tive costs which may further dilute the effectiveness of Federal 
a sistance. 

More effective u e of resources should result from the legislation 
for both the Federal Government and the recipients of Federal grants. 
For example, reducing administrative and technical requirements 
imposed on State and local governments would, in effect, free up some 
of the State and local resources presently devoted to grantsman hip 
and. allow them to be channeled into much needed programs and 
services. 

Although we believe we have made, and are continuing to make, 
good progress, the road ahead is still long and difficult. To achieve a 
truly effective sy tern, ,rn will need all the instruments that can 
appropriately be brought to bear. H.R. 11236 would provide legi la-
tive authority for a key administrative tool that would prove very use-
ful in the complex task ahead of providing more effective as istance 
to State and local governments in their efforts to meet social and eco-
nomic needs. We urge its enactment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. 
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Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you very much, :\Ir. Ink, for a very mean-
ingful statement pinpointing some of the problems that we are con-
fronted with, and the efforts being made within the limitations of 
your authority to try to remedy those problems. . 

In some of my questions today I may play the part of a devil's 
advocate in order to focus attention on some of the reservations 
which have been raised about this approach, and at the same time, 
to get your thinking in support of the legi. lation you are seeking. 

We heard testimony yesterday on the Federal regional councils. 
As I understand it, the councils have played a major role in the IGA 
program. 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. They process the applications and designate the 

lead agency, for example. 
Will they play a similar role if joint funding simplification legislation 

is passed? 
~fr. INK. That would be our intention, 1Ir. Chairman, that they 

would continue to play this very key role. I would also mention of 
course the audit program, which is very, very important to this pro-
gram. I Believe in all cases the auditors report to Washington and 
are not a part of the regional council, although they do work with 
the regional councils. The regional councils carry the basic responsibil-
ity for the operational program. There are also the independent 
auditors that carry the audit responsibility for the program. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Who will approve the regulations for the President 
in implementing the provisions of H.R. 11236? 

Will this be done by the Under Secretaries group or by whom? 
Mr. INK. We would expect the President to delegate responsibility 

for the regulations to 0MB or the General Services Administration, 
Mr. Chairman. The Under Secretaries group, from time to time, 
makes recommendations with respect to how the program should be 
undertaken and they would be expected to have an important input, 
but the regulations would not be issued by the Under Secretaries 
group. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Now, we have a good idea how joint funding has 
worked under the IGA program, and we would like to haYe some idea 
as to how it will work if this legislation is passed. 

Can yon tell us whom the major actors ·will be, the roles they wi11 
play, and how they will relate to each other, if H.R. 11236 is passed? 

Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, we would not expect any basic changes 
over that which is being followed in the pilot operations. The pilot 
operations are far enough along that I think we can say that nothing 
emerged from that experience which would suggest to us any major 
change. To summarize, the regulations would be issued by the 
0MB or GSA, the Under Secretaries group would sit as a policy 
group overseeing the implementation of the program, and the regional 
councils would continue to play the key role in working with the 
State and local governments in screening the applications, approving 
the applications and executing them. The auditors would continue 
to play their independent role of auditing the program. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Have you been keeping a good record, or do you 
have good documentation, of the good points and the bad points of 
the program you have been operating on a pilot basis? 
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Mr. INK. There was an assessment made some months ago covering 
our initial experience, which I refer to as the experimental phase. 
The pilot phas€', in which we are now in the midst, will also be assessed. 
It will be a more comprehensive assessment that will involve more 
projects. However, we are keeping track of it as we move along, and 
this comes up from time to time before the Under Secretaries group. 
It will be on their agenda before long. Those of us that are involved in 
the program get out from time to time to vi it the projects. Last week 
I visited two of these projects personally. 

l\fr. FouNTAIN. I assume you are putting these assessments into 
writing. 

Mr. INK. Yes. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I ask that question because from personal experience 

I have found that when people talk to me in my own office, it's a 
mistake not to have someone to take notes on a detailed explanation 
of a problem. One cannot possibly remember everything, and quite 
often, with the speedy shifts we have in some of the agencies, people 
are no longer there who are familiar with the information. I think it is 
essential to have good documentation of the experiences you have. 

Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, one of the problems that we encountered 
in our early experience with the IGA fits into what you were just 
now saying. We found in the Indianapolis project, which is one of the 
more promising projects, that the city was experiencing difficulty in 
working with the regional council because of lack of Federal con-
tinuity and an inadequate record that had been left as agency people 
changed. The regional council moved in on this and developed a 
broader capability and an institutional memory which has been -very 
helpful to that project, and I think the people of Indianapolis would 
tell you that it has been a very, very helpful project from that stand-
point. But that illustrated the kind of problems you are talking about 
which can occur both at headquarters and the field level. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Sometimes I do not make notes because I figure I 
will ha-ve no difficulty remembering. But I am fast beginning to find 
out that tomorrow, after having talked to many, many people, I do 
not remember. In an experimental program of this kind, I think it 
is essential to keep good records for a variety of reasons, to which 
you have alluded. 

Mr. INK. In addition to what I outlined, we have an unusually 
intensive audit program and that, of course, is also a matter of record. 
"\Ve have the preaudits in most cases, to establish that the accounting 
f-ystem is adequate to handle the funds, and then we have an early 
audit, rather than waiting until the project i completed and then 
looking back and finding that there were problems, perhaps of a serious 
nature. These audits take place at an early stage of the funding year 
so that problems are caught in the early stage, and that, of course, is 
also a matter of record. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Will the rules and regulations that the administra-
tion \Yould like to promulgate be submitted to State and local govern-
ment associations for comment in accordance with 0MB Circular 
A-85? 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. 
l\Ir. FouNTAIN. Kow, according to the regulations under which the 

IGA program operate ', Federal regional council are not required to 
accept all applications. 
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~lr. INK. That is rorrect. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Would you expect this to continue to be the case 

if this legislation is passed? 
Mr. INK. Yes, I would. It is a little hard to predict, of course, how 

many applications there will be, but I would expect there to be more 
applications than the regional councils are going to be equipped to 
handle. I would expect there to be applications for projects which do 
not realh~ fit the IGA svstem. 

I would expect that there would be instances in which there would be 
interest in tying together a broader range of projects than could easily 
be accommodated under this system. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Goldberg has a question. 
Mr. INK. Yes, sir. 
Dr. GOLDBERG. Mr. Ink, under those conditions, if the demand for 

IGA's or jointly funded projects is greater than the capability of the 
councils to handle, and assuming that they are all appropriate projects, 
do you have any criteria in mind for determining which projects will 
be assisted? 

Mr. INK. vV c had some criteria, some general criteria in the selec-
tion of these pilot projects, and when we move from the pilot project 
into the next phases, if the legi. lation is passed, we would have broad 
criteria, yes. That criteria would be based upon our experience in the 
pilot phase. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. Arc you in a position now to outline the criteria 
that would be used, or is that something that you are not prepared 
to do? 

:\Ir. INK. No. The one which is an obvious criteria is that the funding 
elements going into the project be of a related nature. There would 
be some relationship between the different components of the project. 

Second, of course, the need for an adequate financial capability 
and accounting system to handle the projects. Third, the State or 
local unit of government has to be equipped in a way that it can relate 
these different elements, one to the other. But the precise wording 
of the criteria will grow out of the pilot operations that we are in the 
midst of today. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. If the joint funding legislation is enacted, do you 
anticipate that the councils will be the sole mechanism for assisting 
applicants to combine grants from several Federal sources, or are 
there other mechanisms that you intend to use for this purpose? 

11r. INK. We would expect it to be the primary mechanism. 
I can foresee, Dr. Goldberg, instances in which authority for the 
handling of grants from appropriations within one department might 
be handled by the people within that department, such as HEW, 
without need to go through the regional council. But I think the 
primary mechanism would be the regional council, and in those 
instances in which there are grants from different agencies, I would 
expect them all to be handled through the regional council 
mechanism. 

1Ir. FouNTAI~. Where would the initiative for a joint project 
come from? Would it come from the councils or would it come from. 
the C'ommunities? 

~Ir. I~K. The initiatfre comes from the States or the communities. 
~fr. Fou~ 'TAIN. In either event, however, will the councils be 

re ponsible for handling most of the workload? 
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1Ir. INK. The councils will be re pon. ible for handling the bulk of 
the Federal portion of the workload, exclu iYe of the audit. 

11r. FouNTAIN. Returning to a question I asked earlier, if the 
councils do not neces arily accept all applications, there should be a 
principle or procedure by which they determine which ones to accept. 

What have the criteria been under the IGA program? 
11r. INK. I will ask Mr. Toney H ad to peak to the general criteria that was used in the casP. of the pilot programs. 
l\Ir. HEAD. l\Ir. Chairman, the initial criteria was based on a 

premise that the test projects would be a repre entative sample of 
the total universe of projects to be accepted in the future. We wanted 
those projects to have a good program pread. By that I mean a 
number of requirements in each project representing a series of 
interrelated functional areas, for example, transportation, housing, 
law enforcement. We wanted tho e projects also to have a goocl 
organizational spread. By that I mean, representative at all leYe1s 
of government, at the State leYel, at the county level, and at the city 
level, and the series of criteria that we developed was structurecl 
around tho e principles, having good program spread and good organizational spread. 

If the joint funding bill i enacted, we plan to expand that criteria o 
that we can select many more projects, than we ht1vc already srlcctc(l 
and can expand the population of projects. But before that can be dont', 
it "·ill depend upon the capability of the Ft'tleral regional council in 
handling the ad<litional project. . 

N °'", in the conduct of the tests of the pilot program, one of the areas in which we haYe been generating data. is workload, workload for 
the Federal regional council as "·ell as workload of tlw Federul 
agencie. at the Federal regional council leYel. Based upon this work-
load data, we will determine to "·hat extent we can expand the pilot programs. 

~Ir. INK. ~Ir. Chairman, it i not our intention-I shouhl make this 
clear-it is not onr intention to develop a detailed set of criteria from a 
programmatic. tandpoint to apply to the selection, because one of the purposes of this program is to enablr the Federal Go,·ernmcnt. to 
re-:,pond to the initiaiiYes of .'tatc and local goYcrnment, and therefore 
if" e \\·ere to issue a seL of <lcLailcd criteria, it ,rnnld be counterproduc-
ti,Tt'. It would tend to counter the main thrust of this program. 

Second, the programs feeding into these projects are goYernc<l by the 
. tatutory programmatic pro,Tisions, ancl therefore \\·e haYe to be care-
ful that \\·c do not set up criteria here "·hieh would tend to urnlercut or 
conflict with the tatutory provi ion that gornrn the incliYiduul <'Om-
ponents of the e projects. 

Con. equently, when you ask us about <'riteria, our re. ponsc tends to 
foeu on Fe<leral capacity and things of that nature rather than pro-
grammatic substance. 

~Ir. Fou. TAIN. To what extent, if an~T, do political con icleration 
enter into the selection of these project.-? 

~fr. INK. Ab,olutelY none. 
Mr. Fou~TAIN. I kno"· that all of u :ay that projects sh01tlcl be 

ronsidered on the basis of merit. But, I knO\v that those of u in the 
Congress who quite often put the heat on for variou project':> we arc 
intere. ted in would probably quickly atld that no political pressures 
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are used. We never kno"- the impact of these things or how they are 
considered. I do think it is extremely important that the grant pro-
grams be considered on a purely nonpartisan, objective basis-on the 
basis of merit. I think too often down through the years political con-
siderations have been taken into account. 

~1aybe it is an intangible sort of thing that a person has difficulty in 
identifying except in the subconscious mind. 

~Ir. INI<:. One thing that I think has been helpful in this respect, 
~Ir. Chairman, is that the whole program has been of bipartisan 
interest and support, and I think that may have helped to escape some 
of the usual pressures that I am ,rnll aware of, but "-hich have not been 
a problem with respect to the IGA. 

l\fr. FouNTAIN. I am concerned about it because I have before me a 
document, a summary of a workshop on the IGA program that took 
place at the National Staff Conference of Federal regional councils 
on October 3-5, 1972. That summary includes the following statement, 
and I quote: ":Most experienced IGA participants agree that projects 
are generally selected because of political pressures rather than simply 
on merit." 

Would you care to comment on that? 
Mr. INK. I would totally disagree with that. 
~'Ir. Fou~TAIN. You would? 
Mr. INK. Absolutely. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. well, I am delighted to hear you say that, and I 

hope that is a result--
~fr. IxK. As a matter of fact, among the people that were involved 

in the selection process-the ones that I have talked with-this has 
never arisen. I have been around Washington quite a few years, l\fr. 
Chairman, and I am not exactly unfamiliar "-ith the areas in which 
political pressures have been a problem. This has not been a problem 
in this area. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I am glad to have your assurance that IGA is not 
run on a political basis, and that any program established under this 
proposed legislation would not be. That is one of the purposes of having 
regulations and guidelines for these programs, even though guidelines 
are not always followed. 

For example, the Seattle FRC, in its quarterly report for Augu t 
1972 made the following obserYation, and I quote: "IGA guidelines 
are being violated by some agencies and Task Forces don't seem to be 
able to track the violations." I wonder if you could give us your 
assessment of the degree to ,\·hich the guidelines have been observed, 
and any of the problems that you have encountered in this regard? 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. ~-Ir. Chairman, could I add just one comment to 
the previous point, too, before we move into that? I think another 
reason that I feel quite comfortable about this not being or getting 
caught up into the political moras that some programs have i the fact 
that there is no additional money through this system. In other words, 
this is only a mechanism, this is governmental machinery, and it does 
not carry supplemental funds or special grants with it, and conse-
quently, I think the pressures from that standpoint are less than what 
you might normally find. 

Now, with respect to the problems, there are guidelines we find here, 
as in other program , which are not adequately followed. We find this 
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is particularly true the first year. It is not limited to the first year of an 
IGA, but it is far more true in the first year of a project. 

For one thing, one of the guidelines that we find most frequently 
violated is the guideline that the Federal Government is to re pond to 
the initiatives and needs of the State and local communities. It is 
very easy for people who have, over a period of years, followed the 
pattern of the more traditional categorical grants, in which we tell 
the local community what they are supposed to do and how they are 
supposed to do it, to fall back into that pattern. 

Another guideline with which we have difficulty:is the understand-
able human, natural tendency to want to continue to work in a fairly 
narrow parochial way, rather than relating to the other elements of 
the project. Again, this is supposed to be designed to enable the Fed-
eral Government to encourage rather than discourage State and local 
units of government in relating, for example, different planning ele-
ments. The planning that goes into where federally assisted housing 
should be located has a very direct relationship to the planning that 
goes into the location of highways and transportation systems. And 
it is surprising how many different kinds of planning activities do have 
a relationship. 

The different services that are provided by, or for which funding 
assistance comes from, HEW and from the Labor Department are 
very much impacted on by the kind of transportation system which 
develops in that particular community. 

So it is important here that the Federal people administering a pro-
gram fonction as a team in a way that encourages the State or the city 
to draw these things together and relate these various components of 
planning. We find that that is not done in every instance. It is awfully 
easy for people to fall back into the more traditi.onal planning. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, would you yield? 
:Mr. FouNTAIN. I will yield for one question. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am trying to clarify your main point. You are 

saying that what we need to do is to integrate a decision about various 
Federal programs so that you do not get new housing developments 
located in one area of the community which then would not be served 
by transportation, and the transportation grants would serve another 
area of the community and, therefore, the housing location would 
create a problem, or complicate a problem, and the· highway system 
would not serve to relieve the problem. 

Is that what you are saying, that this needs to be done? 
Mr. INK. Yes. The assistance for a housing project might be as-

sumed by HUD. The HUD people might be assuming one type of 
transportation system whereas the transportation people were really 
thinking of a different kind of transportation system, which would be 
helped fund-wise from the Federal Government. Consequently, we 
might have two departments that were encouraging a local community 
to move in ways which are not compatible with each other . 
. 1fr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, the thing that I want to pursue is the 

question of the integration of program deci ions by the State and by 
the Federal Government. You mentioned highways--

Mr. INK. Yes. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio [continuing]. And as I understand it, you are 

making that location decision on the basis of the State highway de-
partment, are you not? 
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::\fr. INK. Well, ye. ; in that in tance the tate hould be a part 
of the IGA-an<l by the way, you asked about problems. 

One of the problem" is getting the tate inYolvecl at an early . tage 
in those programs in which State are inYolYecl, and this i::; a good 
example in which a tate would be involYed. 

:\fr. BROWN of Ohio . ..1.. ow I want to get back, then, to ::\Ir. Foun-
tain's question about politics, and the question of how do you over-
come the State pos::;ibility, or the po . ibility of State deci"ion being 
made on political ba. e ? 

:\fr. INK. ::\lr. Brown, I do not a. sert that this nece .. arily oyerromes 
that problem. What I am aying is that insofar a the . election of 
these project. is concerned, we have not been troubled by political 
pre sures. 

:\fr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, the expression that I haYe had from 
some of my community people in objection to going to State methods 
of handling fund , or eYen local methods in some in. tance", i the 
political-and I do not necessarily mean political Republican/ 
Democrat--

::\Ir. INK. I understand. 
:\fr. BROWN of Ohio. But political racial, political economic impact, 

political friend of the Commissioner kinds of thing that get into 
State and local decisions. 

Now the assumption i , becau e they do not know who is making 
the Federal decision, that therefore it is a nonpolitical deci ion. I 
think our concern i with the civil service, generally, here, and 
whether or not-or it . hould be, in setting up thi program-and 
whether or not the civil serYice on both the Federal, State and local 
level are making adequate and appropriate decisions that are not 
unduly influenced by the political process. 

Obviously the creation of a lot of these programs was influenced 
by the political proce s in the first place, so it i impo. ible, I guess, 
to get politics out of it altogether. But in making a decision, we want 
to be as rational as possible, to serve the aim of the program. 

Would you agree that the Congre i always thorough enough in 
writing the guidelines and the things of the program to keep politics 
out of it? 

:\fr. INK. I would not make that claim for either the executive or 
the legi latfre branr.hes. 

Mr. BRmYN of Ohio. Well, e-\Ten in the creation of a program we 
get a little politics into it, I guess. 

Mr. FouNTALT. I think we all know that politics i. the science of 
government, really. What I am talking about is where you have a 
meritorious ituation in one case and the other is not. Where you 
have two projects of equal merit, it is awfully hard not to be influ-
enced by political considerations. But I do think that decisions ought 
to be made on an objective basis in ofar as po ·ible. 

Mr. INK. Ye ; I interpreted your comment in that vein, .1. Ir. Chair-
man, and I did not interpret it in the vein of involvement of Governors 
or involvement of ma:rors and city councils a being omething bad. 
To the contrary, and I am sure Mr. Brown agrees with thi,, too, that 
their involvement in policy decisions at the State and local level is 
omething to be de.;,ired. 

One of our problems in tate and local government, in my judg-
ment, i that Federal progrnm in the pa. t haYe tended to undercut 
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that kind of leadership in such a way that it is hard for them to be 
held accountable for their actions. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And this degree of politics to some extent 
depends upon the nature or the character of the local may0l's and 
Governors and whether or not they are willing to play the game 
straight or get into it on a political basis. I did not ask this of the 
regional council members that were here yesterday, but I would 
venture to say that they had varying experiences with different 
kinds of State and local government. 

Woulcl you cam to comment on that? 
Mr. INK. Well, there is a great deal of difference, iust as there is a 

tremendous difference in Federal departments and agencies. 
There is also a great deal of difference from one community to 

another. There is a great deal of difference in their approach to these 
problems; there is a great deal of difference in their financial capacity, 
in their managerial capacity, to deal with problems. 

Mr. BRow~ of Ohio. Chicago might be a different place from 
Indianapolis, too. 

l\fr. Inc Also, this program, of course, does not change which 
types of funds flow through the State and which do not. Also the 
A-95 clearing house process applies here, just as it does in other pro-
grams. The application of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act is 
in no way diminished by this legislation. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In yielding at this point, ~Ir. Steelman, I want to 
apologize to you for not having noted your presence earlier yesterday. 

Mr. STEEL1IAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Ink, with regard to these pilot operations, how many Federal 

regions, how many of the 10 Federal regions have existing pilot 
projects operating? 

Mr. INK. They all have, except Denver does not have one yet in 
operation. The other nine all have one or more in operation at various 
stages. And the Seattle and Chicago councils have had the most 
experience, Mr. Steelman. 

Mr. STEELMAN. There are 26 of these pilot projects spread over 9 
Federal regions? 

Mr. INK. That is correct. If we have not provided a list of them to 
the subcommittee, we would be happy to do so. And that list will 
tell you what funding from which programs are involved. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Yes, that would be very helpful. I would appreciate 
that. 

[The information requested follows :J 
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Mr. STEELMAN.Now, in all cases, the Federal regional council serYe 
as a package-they are the one-stop shopping center, so to speak, with 
regard to these projects? 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. I should add this, Mr. Steelman, that in some 
instances where programs are not decentralized, the regional councils 
do have to do more consulting with Washington than in those instances 
where programs are decentralized. But in any event, from the appli-
cant's standpoint, they come to the regionn,l council. Whether the 
regional council members are able to act on their own or whether they 
have to refer back to Washington, they are the interface with the 
applicant. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Now this process ,,~ould apply only to large inte-
grated grants. It would not apply to a community group getting to-
gether a proposal in the area of drug rehabilitation and bringing it 
into the Drug Enforcement Administration, would it? 

Mr. INK. It does not have to be a large project. Some of the pro-
grams, and some of the program elements are really fairly small. In 
fact, in some ways that is one of the advantages of this. 

An agency can provide a small amount of money, make a small con-
tribution to a program which really on its own, by itself, would not be 
worth the effort, not worth the administration involved. It would not 
be worth auditing. You would not have enough audit capacity to cover 
many small projects, for example, but it can be covered here, because 
it is part of a larger project. 

Second, any program which is eligible for Federal funding through 
substantive legislation would be eligible here; the eligibility is not 
established by IGA. The eligibility for participation is established by 
the substantive legislation affecting programs; that is, legal eligibility. 

Mr. STEELMAN. So that your intention is not to "~ork just with 
Indian tribes or cities and States and coming up ·with something big. 
You will-the regional councils will help a local community group 
package a small one-shop grant application; is that correct? 

Mr. INK. Yes; that is correct. York, Pa., is one of these projects, 
and it has about $88,000 involved, which is relatively small. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Now, you mentioned in your testimony and you 
have ju t mentioned again this matter of the substance of Federal 
programs versus procedure. 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STEELMAN. This whole integrated grant process is essentially a 

procedural reform that we are talking about? 
Mr. INK. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Well, now, will there not be required change;:; in 

the substance of programs because of overlap and duplication? Do 
you have built into these pilot projects any reporting mechanisms 
where they will report back to you and then through you to the 
Congress, where there is overlap and where substantive change might 
be necessary in order to streamline and save money and so forth? 

Mr. INK. We do not have a formal reporting requirement zeroed 
in specifically on overlapping. ,ve do have, one, the a sessment ' that 
the chairman referred to earlier; two, the audit reports; and three, the 
reports that come in from the regional councils-all of these are 
supposed to flag problems, of which overlap would be one and would 
be the type of thing that they should flag for us. 



128 

}vlr. STEEUIAN. Is there any way that the Congress can have the 
benefit of some of the experience that you are having? That is what I 
am getting at. Obviously there is great benefit here to us in the 
legislative branch when it comes time to renew programs or to decide 
upon reform of various categorical projects, especially categorical 
grant projects, and we have no formal way, outside of the complaints 
we get from our constituents, of knowing what the experience is at the 
grassroots level. 

Mr. INK. We would be happy to share with this subcommittee 
whatever grows out of this program in that respect. 

Mr. STEELi\IAN. How long has this project been underway? 
Mr. INK. We started the first experimental efforts in late 1969 or 

1970; I guess it was late 1969. We had several experimental projects 
and then the next phase was a pilot phase which we broadened out 
into these 26 projects-and Toney, what was the date of that? January 
14, 1972, was when we announced the pilot phase, which we are in the 
midst of at the present time. 

I might say that we have tried to approach this in a way which is 
different from the typical domestic program in that we have tried to 
move from experimental to the pilot phase, and then to the operational 
phase. I believe very strongly that one of the reasons that we have 
had so much difficulty with domestic programs in the past is that we 
have somehow expected these programs to have the capacity to 
suddenly start out fullblown across the country without experiments, 
without pilot operations. And then we find that the programs fail. 
All right, do they fail because their objectives were bad, or because the 
policies were bad, or do they fail because of bad administration, or do 
they fail simply because they were not properly planned, designed 
without the adequate preliminary experience? That latter element is 
one which I think is overlooked. We do not overlook it when we are 
going to the moon; we do not overlook it when we are building bombs 
and missiles; we put a tremendous amount of time and effort and 
money into that planning, into that design, into that experimentation; 
it is regarded as a fundamental part of the program. 

In domestic programs we think we can do without that sort of thing, 
and I think that is one of the reasons that so many of the programs 
have missed their targets, one of the reasons so many of them have led 
to disappointments. 

We are trying to avoid that here, and we certainly have gone 
through a more systematic approach than almost any other major 
domestic program. 

Mr. STEELMAN. I think that is a very sound policy, and I think one 
of the real hallmarks, if you wilJ, of the 0MB experience-and it 
has had its weak points, and I have been one member of this subcom-
mittee very active in seeking to have the Director and the Deputy 
confirmed by the Senate, as have other members of this subcom-
mittee-but I do think you are on the right track in this regard. As 
you know, the purpose of this subcommittee is to serve an oversight 
function on Government programs, to try to seek out not only correc-
tion, as we have in some cases, but also to review the day-to-day 
problems of management overlap and duplication and all, and it 
would be a great help to us if we could share with you the experience 
out of these pilot projects, and do it in some formal way through some 
formal reporting mechanism. 
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Mr. INK. We would be happy to first, share on an informal basis 
and second, we would be happy to send up some material which we 
would be happy to work out, Mr. Chairman, with the subcommittee 
staff, that would be helpful to the subcommittee. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I think Mr. Steelman's suggestion is an excellent 
one; we appreciate your willingness to cooperate. 

1v1r. STEELMAN. You are no longer at the Office of Management and 
Budget, as I understand it. Do you still maintain an~· task force 
relationship in this area? 

Mr. INK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Do we need to formally make this request to the 

Office of Management and Budget? 
Mr. INK. No, sir, you have made the request to the administra-

tion and you have an answer that it will be honored. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Fine. 
I do not quite understand the formal relationship between the Inte-

grated Grant Administration program and the joint funding bill that 
we are talking about. 

Now, is the IGA an internal 0MB policy directive, and :mu are 
seeking statutory authority for what you already essentially have in 
operation? 

Mr. INK. The IGA is a pilot program which both we anrl the 
General Accounting Office felt, as we went into it, should not go 
beyond the pilot phase until or unless we were able to secure from 
Congress legislation which established authority for funding, tailored 
to this kind of program. 

We have been drawing upon the Economy Act and limited legisla-
tion which is on the books, and which both we and GAO felt we could 
rely upon for the pilot phase; but in moving beyond the pilot phase 
into a broad-scale application, both we and the GAO felt we should 
come to the Congress and get specific authorization tailored specifically 
for these purposes. 

Mr. STEELMAN. OK. 
Now, what effect will, if we continue to move toward revenue 

sharing-we have general revenue sharing now-if we should adopt 
one or more of the special revenue sharing proposals, what e.ff ect will 
this 111.ovement toward revenue sharing have on this whole area we 
are discussing here? 

Mr. INK. The general revenue sharing, I think, does not have any 
major effect or impact. Special revenue sharing-type of legislation, as 
that moves forward and the extent to which it moYes forward, may 
have an impact. 

If it were to develop that over a period of years a large number of 
categorical grants were to be replaced by some type of specinl revenue 
sharing type of program, then the need for the IGA mechanism would 
be lessened. 

Howe er, even in that event, I believe, and I believe YCr)· trongly, 
that this kind of program is an extremely good foundation-laying 
exercise for both State and local government in rnoYing forward with 
special revenue sharing. 

So this, as we see jt: fast, has merit and stands on its mvn; and second, 
in the event that the Federal Government and the Congre ' S should 
move in subsequent years more in the direction of special revenue 
sharing, we think it will have been very useful in terms of laying ground-
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work for State and local government in relating programs, in relating 
projects, and utilizing special revenue sharing-type of legislation more 
effectively. 

Mr. STEELMAN. You know one thing that has troubled me over the 
last 5 or 6 years has been this plethora of consulting firms that have 
sprung up not only here but around the country, that make their 
living on a day-to-day basis out of knowing the ropes and the whole 
grantsmanship games that I think you mentioned in your testimony 
here; and I think that is-well, for example, I have one suburban 
community in my district that retained a consulting firm for the pur-
pose of packaging applications and working the system and getting 
the money for them. 

Now it seems ridiculous to me, and this came, of course, from the 
local taxpayers. They paid this consulting fee out of that. And the 
effect of that is to send their tax money to Washington and then pay 
somebody out of local taxes to go up there and bring some of it back. 
Now that is the most attractive thing that I find in this whole concept, 
putting the Federal s:vstem into operation to help individual com-
munity projects, as well as cities and States, in packaging their projects. 
It seems to me we owe them that; that we have confused them with 
all thi , and the least we owe them is helping them through the ropes. 

Now, my question is, will this, or has this made some small contri-
bution toward helping these local areas package their projects-and 
from a personal standpoint, I very much hope it is going to help put 
some of these leeches out of business that are-every street in the city 
of Washington, you know, has one or more consul ting firms doing 
business that make their day-to-day bread out of coming up here and 
working their way through all of these categorical grants programs. 

Mr. INK. Mr. Steelman, I think there is a legitimate place for con-
sulting firms in providing technical advice of a specialized nature that 
State or local groups cannot and should not be expected to maintain 
on their staffs, but I could not agree with you more that the using, 
in effect being forced to draw upon consulting firms just to know how 
to apply for a grant, is not an appropriate use of the taxpayers' 
funds, and we feel that this program greatly minimizes that kind of 
need. 

One, there are less procedures to be concerned with. The processes 
are standardized; the fewer that the local people have to keep track 
of, it is much easier for them to develop the capacities to deal with 
one system than it is for them to deal with 10 or 15 or 20 different 
systems. Second, because of the nature of the program, the regional 
councils staff and the agency staff, through task forces that are set 
up for each of these projects, provide much of the kind of help that 
you are talking about. 

As I say, I do not expect this to totally eliminate the use and the 
need for consulting firms, but I think it will greatly reduce the need 
for local communities to draw upon consulting firms for the purposes 
that you outlined. 

11r. STEELMAN. You do not think we have eliminated it, or you 
do not think we should eliminate it? 

Mr. INK. What I am saying is that I think this is greatly lessening, 
greatly minimizing, the need for consulting firms to do the kinds of 
things that you are talking about, which I agree is not the proper use 
of con ulting firms. 
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~fr. STEELMAN. Well, is there any need that a city or local group 
has with regard to packaging an application that cannot be met through 
the Federal regional councils' packaging operation ? 

Mr. INK. I am not aware of any. Now it may well be that in in-
dfridual instance , either our regional councils have not fully done 
their job or it may be the local community for . ome special reason 
wants to draw upon out ide technical help for that purpose, but I 
am not aware of any rea on why that hould have to be done if the 
system i. working properly. 

Mr. STEELl\IAN. Well, have the FRC's communicated with cities 
and tate and others in a public relation sen. e to publicize this 
ervice that they have? 

~Ir. INK. In a limited sense, but with re pect to the IGA, because 
the-e are pilot operations and because we did not want to go out on 
the treet on a wholesale ba. is, the regional councils have been-
and we frankly have urged them not to overpromise, because, (1), 
there i. a limited capacity to produce; and (2), we did not want to go 
out with too many projects during thi. pilot pha e . 

.LT ow, if this legislation or similar legislation i enacted by Congress 
and we move into a broader operational pha e with more projects, 
then we would ask the rf'gional councils to do much more of that sort 
of thing. 

The regional councils, though, have met with Governors; they have 
met ,,ith mayors; and quite apart from the IGA have talked "ith 
them and offered help in finding ,mys to better utilize the Federal 
machinery involved in Federal grants. 

1Ir. STEEL::.\IAN. Mr. Chairman, I have no further que tions, but 
I would like to make one final comment on this point. I hope that as 
you move into the operational phase, assuming this legi lation does 
get passed by the Congre s, that you will make every effort to pub-
licize this. 

I think it is the height of perversity that these consulting firms 
take advantage of local governments, getting fat fees out of a service 
that . hould be provided by government. If we have created the 
confu. ion-and we have-with all of these varied categorical grants 
programs, the least we o,rn the taxpayer and our constitnents is the 
technical wherewithal to find their way through all of this mess. 

:-.Ir. INK. Mr. Chairman, we have under Ur. Zechman and Mr. 
Lordan, ,vho heads our Office of Financial :Management, a very inter-
esting effort that is newly underway to a. certain in several pro-
gram for the first time how many of the funds going into a program 
are utilized for administrative purposes. 

We think that once that i tallied up-the total of the Federal, 
State, and local, which would include the kind of thing you are talking 
about, ~Ir. Steelman-,rn think it probably would surprise all of us. 

And we strongly suspect that far more of the dollars that are 
appropriated by Congress for individual programs are going into 
unnece · ary and duplicative admini trative activities than we realize. 
And ironically, at the ame time we think that in many instances, 
becau e of the fragmentation and because of the kind of problems 
we are talking about, there often is not a effective planning, as 
effe ·tive budgeting, and a effective adn:uni trative support as hould 
exi t. 

11r. FouNTAIN. Mr. Buchanan. 
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Mr. BucHANAN. Mr. Ink, I would commend your approach on 
moving from experimental to pilot before entering a full-fledged 
operational program. You mentioned the danger of extrapolating too 
much from a pilot. I vrnnder how you handle the problem of delineating 
between fact and fiction in the reports you receive from agencies in 
terms of a lionization- well, I will use my counsel's term-the element 
of puffery in such reports, the exaggeration of the good and the 
minimization of the bad. 

You know, we are haying in Congress right now-one of our prob-
lems is we have to rely too much on the oil companies for information 
about themselves. Well, we are forever in that system with the 
bureaucracy, except for the work of GAO and OYIB to some extent-
I suspect that we are rather completely--

How do you handle this problem, and how can we handle this 
problem? 

Mr. INK. First, of course, as is implicit in your question, this is u 
problem which exists in any program. It is not a problem brought about 
by IGA. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Certainly, certainly. 
Mr. INK. In the case of IGA, because there are different agencies 

that are involved, you get more different viewpoints. I think it is a 
little harder to get away with a major exaggeration than is normally 
the case. Where you have technical people from only one program at 
the Federal level working with a few counterpart technical people at 
the State or local level, it is a pretty narrow closed circuit operation. 
The IGA, however, has much greater visibility. 

Second, as I indicated earlier, there is a much more active audit 
program and a more active assessment program. And finally, although 
this may diminish as we move into an operational stage, it certainly 
will not be as intensive. Furthermore, there is considerable attention 
given to these by those of us that are not directly involved in the 
individual projects. 

I mentioned last week I personally visited two projects and I com-
pared the reports we were getting back with what was actually hap-
pening at the site. 

And so I think that we have not found the way to eliminate the 
problem you were talking about; but I do believe, (1) there is nothing 
in this program which increases the problem; and (2) thern are seyeral 
things which I think somewhat minimize it. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HEAD. I might comment that we had worked in very close 

coordination with the National League of Cities, the National GoY-
ernors' Conference, the International Management Conference, and 
the National Association of Counties. We ha Ye also worked in ,ery 
close coordination with the General Accounting Office and the Treas-
ury, as well as the other agencies. 

So the information about this program has been yery, very open, 
very open. 

Mr. INK. This is an important point. And throughout the FAR 
program, 1\1r. Bnchanan, we have had what we call a Yali<lation sys-
tem; and that simply means that we have relied not just upon the 
viewpoint of the Federal people im-olved in these programs, but as 
Mr. Head has indicated, we have gone out to the people on the other 
end, the recipients, and have gotten their vimvpoint. 
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Now, we have to do that on a ampling basis. As Mr. Head ha 
indicated, we ·worked quite a bit through the public intere t groups 
to make the program manageable. But thi is another element which 
i · important. 

Mr. Bu HA. ·A_·. I would a ~ume that you would plan to continue 
this n:-;pect of moving the operntional pha. e. It would be that much 
more difficult, of course, to cover the ground; but I think it is a very 
important function. 

The only public official I know of in the executive branch that I 
ever heard -;ay to somebody that he was at fault wa. the pre ent 
Secretary of the Arm. ·. He aid, at least in private, that when he ran 
ncross a en e where the Army had erred, he was going to say I am 
. orry, we goofed. We ·will Hee what we can do about it. And that was a 
nniqnc statement. 

It i::, hard to conceive of an agenc_v saying well, you know, we have 
this progrnm ; it is not working. vVe have all our people out there 
doing n lot of things, but it i , not doing much good. The payout 
reully is not worth it, nnd we probably ought to dismantle it. 

I cannot conceive of any such te timony from anyone in the bureauc-
racy; and yet , if we are going to make ense for the taxpayer:s out of 
this nrnltipli<-ity of progrnms we have, somebody has to be looking 
at whnt i:-; working and how well it i::; working and whether the report ' 
from the ngeney involved are more fact than fiction or vice versa . 

• Tow, I commend you-the approach you are taking. I think it 
i rntlw important to continue that function, and it b 0 come. even 
more important us yon move into the operational program where 
you have so much territory to cover. 
V Mr. I~K. Ye"', ·ir. u 

Mr. BucHA. ·A ... ·. Yesterday we heard from :Mr. Malek concerning 
the development of the Federal regional councils and the effect the 
Under Secretaries group in the Office of Management and Budget 
has on the FRC's. 

Wlrnt is the po· ·ibilit~- of 0~1B's emerging a.' a major force in 
control1i:r1g joint funding in the admini ' tration? 

Do .mu think 0MB should emerge as a controlling force in thaL? 
~Ir. hK. The Q,. r[B role has to do with the major polic) areas and 

how the programs relate to the budget. Of course, there are no special 
fund~ involved in IGA so, conse<]_uently, the relation ·hip to the 
budget is not a very direct one. 

I would antiripute that the 011B' ·-and ~\fr. Rend may want to 
comment on this further-principal role will be twofold: (1) to 
insure that the bu.ic policies governing the admini:tration of the IGA 
program arc in conformance with the Presidential thinking, and are 
not inndYertcmly running counter to other thrust of the admini. tra-
tion at nny given time; nnd (2) the 0~1B will continue, of cour e, to 
be the agcnr·y which nurture. the regional councils and chairs the 
Under crcturie group which ·will <leal, again, with poliry i.'sue. 
growing out of the n<lrnini:tration of the IGA. 

80 I would e.·pcct the 011B role to continue e. 'senti,1lly as it is now. 
I do not know if Mr. Head wants to add to that? 

Mr. HEAD ..... To, I do not. 
1Ir. BucHAXA . . Mr. Chairman, ju t one more item. It appear · to 

me that all of thi i relevant. 0MB has a bier impact on the que:tions 
of impoundment, as I understand the power . tructure here. 

Mr. INK. Ye~, ir. 
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Mr. BucHANAN. And it would appear to me that these things could 
be related. That the more responsibility 0MB has, in this kind of 
administration of category programs, the better position it is in to 
make judgments on impoundment questions. 

And I can see some relationship between the two, Mr. Chairman. 
If you have the responsibility for cutting off funds that you are in the 
process of administering, and you are aware of both the needs and the 
effectiveness of the programs, then it seems to me that there is some 
validity in involvement in administration if you are going to be 
making primary decisions concerning impoundment. 

Mr. INK. Well, Mr. Buchanan, unlike model cities or planned 
variations, there are no funds, per se, attached to the IGA. All of the 
funding involved here is funding that comes through the departments 
and agencies. So, consequently, any issue related to impoundment 
would, as I see it, come up in the dealings between 0MB and the White 
House and the agency. 

Mr. BucHANA r. I know. But if you are responsible for coordination 
and administration where these funds come out of the slot, it seem to 
me there is some relationship between that and where you are going 
to cut off the funds in the first place. 

Mr. INK. Well, in the pilot program, that has not occurred. 
Mr. BucHANAN. I am talking about when you get into a fully 

operational program. Maybe there is no connection between these two 
things, but it would appear to me when you are trying to make judg-
ments as to what priorities should be in the use of Federal funds and 
where you are going to impound funds-if you are going to impound 
funds. 

If you were involved in a fundamental way in the administration of 
the categorical grants and what has happened to the money that you 
are in somewhat of a better position to understand the impact of 
impoundment curtailment in a particular program. 

Maybe there is no connection between--
Mr. STEELMAN. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Would you respond? 
Mr. HEAD. My response, as far as OMB's role on the IGA's program 

and the joint funding program, or if this bill is enacted, would be 
identical with Mr. Ink's, that OMB's role would be to provide the 
policy oversight and the assistance to GSA in the day-to-day adminis-
tration of the program, and the resolution of major problems. 

But other than that, I would think that GSA would administer the 
programs--

Mr. STEELMAN. Would the gentleman yield'? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Yes. 
Mr. STEELMAN. I think the gentleman from Alabama makes a good 

point. And it was the thrust of my que tion earlier. If you are getting 
the kind of feedback you should be getting from these FRC's as to 
overlap, and whereas streamlining is necessary, 0MB should have 
good information on which to make these judgments. 

I cannot imagine, particularly with regard to the impoundments we 
have seen during the last year, that there has not been some input 
from the regional level back to 0MB as to what impact these pro-
grams are having at the regional level. 

For example, these public health service hospitals. We had a big 
controversy over that _in the Congress. I would hope that the 0MB 
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has some internal procedure cranked in to get input back from the 
grassroots level before they go to the President and tell him we o~gp.t 
to impound 15 percent of somebody's budget. . ' 

Mr. INK. Mr. Steelman, there has been input back from the field 
in that respect. I do not see the IGA playing a major role in that 
particular input-except I could see this, whether it is impoundment_ 
or a cut in appropriations, either within the executive branch or on 
the Hill, would make it difficult to move forward in a particular pro-
gram area which is closely related to another program area that is 
covered by different appropriations. 

This could make clear the lack of consistency among the different 
areas. And I think in that respect, there would be some feedback. 
Other than that, I would think that the feedback which does come 
through the regional councils and from the regional councils would be 
f e<l in more through other channels. 

Mr. STEEL:MAN. Would the gentleman yield, further? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Yes. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Well if you see your role as just a packager, then 

I could see that there would not, nor should there be, any feedback. 
But I think if you have this apparatus in place, it should serve not 

only the role of packager, but it should also serve as a good source of 
information, probably the best you will get from the grassroots level. 
That is why I suggest that if it is not built in now, that you recom-
mend to the 0MB that it be done so, and that there be some sharing 
with the Congress, with this subcommittee, on what your findings are. 

Mr. INK. Yes. But the substantive assessment with respect to 
impact on programs is a judgment that is going to be made by the 
participating agencies rather than by us in GSA. That was the point 
I was trying to make. 

Now the fact that you have regional councils; the fact that you 
have these programs operating out there does as both you and ~Ir. 
Buchanan indicated, provide an opportunity for a feedback f ec<ling 
both into the headquarters of the agencies and directly into 0MB. 
Feedback on the impact of actions that are taken both within the 
executive and the legislative branch, no question about that. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Well I do not understand. 
Again, your answer a few minutes ago, when I asked about how you 

evaluate the information coming from agencies-I do not understand 
what you just said about the decision being made by the agencies. 

Are you not forming your own independent judgment? 
Mr. INK. We will be forming our own independent judgment with 

respect to the mechanism-how the machinery is working, whether 
the regional councils are being responsive to the communities, whether 
they are providing the kind of consulting services that are needed, 
whether the audits are adequate, and that kind of thing. 

In GSA we are not going to be making an assessment, however, with 
respect to whether the program funds going through the IGA process 
for health care, are effective or not effective. That will remain the 
responsibility of the agency administering those funds. And that 
agency, in this case, HEW, will remain fully accountable to the 
Congress and to the President. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Do you mean to tell me that HEW comes and 
whispers in the President's ear, OK, it is OK to cut down and 
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impound x funds from our program? Is that how those decisions are 
made at OMB? 

Mr. INK. I am not saying what the HEW communications are with 
1either the White House or 0MB on the impoundment of funds. 

What I am saying is that the GSA, in administering the IGA, is 
not the instrument for making recommendations with respect to 
impoundment or lack of impoundment of funds. 

The fact that you have regional councils set up, and the fact that 
you have decentralization in a good many programs, docs make the 
field people who are members of and working with the regional coun-
cils, more sen itive to the impact of budgetary actions that are taken 
in Washington. 

And that feedback which you are talking about is, I think, very 
important. And I think it does occur and should occur. 

Mr. HEAD. Mr. Buchanan, one of the requirements of the I GA 
progr~m is that an onsite evaluation be made by the participaLing 
agencies. 

Now this is done by a representative of each of the agencies providing 
funds in support of the project, including the State agency. It is n, 
joint effort and it is onsite. And one of the things that they look at is 
the use of the funds and whether or not the objectives for the partic-
ular work activities involved in the work program were accomplished-
to what extent were they accomplished-and what can the grantee 
do in the future to improve npon his past accomplishments. 

Now one of the fallouts, or one of the portions of information pro-
vided by this assessment certainly should be the value of any one of 
the participating programs. So in answer to your question; yes, sir, 
this type of information is generated in the assessment of the programs. 

Mr. INK. And it is our job to see that those assessments are made. 
We do not, in GSA make those assessments, but it is our job to see that 
those assessments do take place and they are made by people having 
program responsibility. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Yes. 
Mr. STEELMAN. In this appreach you describe, you remind me a 

lot of the would-be Good Samaritan who just chooses to walk on by 
and not lend aid. 

Now if you are getting this sort of data, it seems to me that it is a 
copout to say that "we are the GSA and even though we have got this, 
it is not our job to make these recommendations." 

Now if you are packaging, you are also getting data that could be 
very useful to the 0MB and to the Congress and you cannot expect 
HEW or Labor or any other agency to, on its own initiative, point out 
overlap, to point out confusion, or anything el. e. 

They have a vested interest in maintaining their own appropriation 
level and program. If we are not depending on you to do that, who is 
going to do it? 

Mr. INK. We are not at a11 he itant to flag overlap problems, 
Mr. Steelman. The role that we have not picked up i the role of 
judging program effectiveness. That is something which we think is 
not in our charter. 

We have tried to provide a mechanism whereby that evaluation and 
asses ment is made and--
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Mr. STEELMAN. Made by the individual agencies? 
Mr. INK. But working together as a group. 
Second, 0MB has people out who are working with each of these 

councils. They have access to this information and, therefore, that 
assessment is passed on directly into 0MB and to the people that are 
advising the President ·with re pect to allocation of funds; with respect 
to programmatic issues. 

Mr. 8'rEEL-:\fAN. Is it passed from the Federal regionnl councils to 
OMB? Ori it passed bv each individual agency to O~IB? 

Mr. INK. The evaluations that Mr. Head talked about are joint 
evaluations. It shows up as a document which the individuals from the 
different agencies sign, so it is a document and that is available to 
0MB directly. 

Mr. STEEL~IAN. Well if it is not a part of your charter and you are 
right, and it is not presently, perhaps it should become one. It might 
be an appropriate action on this subcommittee's part. 

Mr. Chairman, in following up on this point, I would ask unanimous 
consent that the subcommittee staff be directed to investigate the 
possibility of amending this act to include in the charge of the IGA

1 or the GSA, in getting data from the Federal regional councils, that 
that include not only this packaging process that \\'e have discussed 
here, but also some formal way of feeding back to the 0MB their 
findings with regard to overlap and how further lines can be stream-
lined. 

Mr. FouNTAI r. We are actually considering at the present time, or 
taking testimony on H.R. 11236, which has not passed. So we will 
consider this during the course of our deliberations. 

Mr. STEELMAN. I thank you for yielding. 
Mr. INK. I do want to make clear, though, that that information-

the assessment information that we are talking about-does go to 
0MB. It goes from the regional councils to 0MB. And 0MB is the 
group that does advise the President with respect to funding and with 
respect to programming. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I appreciate the comments you have made, but I 
think Mr. Buchanan and Mr. Steelman have rai eel some extremely 
interesting and important questions as they re.late to the information 
that is available to the involved agencies, and of the benefits of sharing 
their experience and knowledge with each other. 

This question of impoundment is an extremely sensitive one in 
the Congress, and it is not a partisan one because every Congressman 
represents an area which has suffered from the impact of this. Under 
the Antideficiency Act, not only our incumbent President, but other 
Presidents, have impounded funds. 

They did not necessarily use that term, but funds haYe been tem-
porarily held back for a variety of reasons. Sometimes they discovered 
that perhaps the funds were not needed, and we had overappropriated; 
or a purpose had changed, and those funds ,rnre no longer necessary. 

But \Yhen the funds for an entire program are impounded indefinite-
ly, then I think the executive branch, regardless of the agency 
responsible for the recommendation to the President, has gone far 
beyond its con. titutional power. 

The questions of my colleagues prompt me to ask one or t,rn others 
related to H.R. 11236. Under H.R. 11236, will the agencies be re-
quired to set a ide reserves for joint funding project ? If so, who 
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would decide in \vhich programs reserves would be established, and 
how much \\·ould be reserved? 

Mr. INK. This i a matter for decision by the agencies as to whether 
they want to set, or earmark funds, for these particular purposes. 
An<l the machinery that different departments have, of course, varie . 
In part, it is different because the amount of decentralization varies. 

For example, in HUD much more of these kinds of funding decisions 
are made out in the fie] d than in Washington. And when they are 
made in the field, I would guess that they are less likely to feel a need 
for that kind of earmarking than in programs that are highly 
centralized. 

I will ask Mr. Armstrong if he wants to comment further on that? 
11r. ARMSTRONG. I do not think so. 
"11r. INK. Fine. 
11r. FOUNTAIN. vr ell, if reserves are set aside for joint funding 

purpo ,es, who would decide in which programs reserves would be 
establi hed, and how much would be reserved? 

1Ir. I TK. This is a matter the agency would determine. Ho,vever, 
the regional councils, , ·hich are, of course, composed of people from 
the participating agencies, \\·ill need to clo some planning so that the 
decisi.ons that are made by individual agencies are not made in 
isolation but arc made as a result of discussion and consultation with 
the other agencies that are involved. 

)llr. FouNTAIN. If reserves are not set aside, I wonder how you 
would be certain that money would be available for such proj~cts 
\Yhcn it is requested? 

If the agencies do have to establish reserves, could this authority 
be use<l by the President or 0MB as another justification for im-
pounding funds? 

In other words, and especially in view of the language in section 11 
of this proposed legislation, could the auLhority contained in this 
legislation be used as a basis for establishing reserves ·when there 
might be no intention of using those re erves for joint projects? 

Do you knO\v of any safeguards anywhere to prevent this from 
happening? 

1Ir. INK. ~fr. Chairman, ,vith respect to impoundment of funds, 
I do not beliern that the use of the IGA has a direct impact on the 
issue of whether there will or " ·ill not be impoundment of funds in a 
program area. 

I will ask the 0MB ,,·hether they have any further comment on that. 
~1r. FouNTAIN. I ,vish you ,rnuld. 
~1r. INK. And I will advi e the committee, if they do. I do not see 

any direct relation. 
[The information follows:] 
Concern was raised over additional impetu ' for impoundment of appropriated 

funds resulting from pa. sage of the bill. We dbcus. ed this with 01\!IB and they 
agrc<;>d that nothing in the Joint Funding Simplification Act would provide 
additional authority for impounding funds in a program area. 

11r. FouNTAIN. I think, too, and I am sure you know, that the 
Congress would not be extremely happy-I think the vast majority 
of :Members would not be-if money could be spent from an individual 
program for joint projects, but other funds in the same program, for 
regular projects, were impounded. 
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Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the joint projects and the 
other projects are the same in that they both are governed by the same 
statutory provisions; both governed by the same statutory require-
ments for eligibility, and purpose for the funds. 

So, consequently, we look upon this as a means of utilizing funds 
in the mainstream of the departmental activities. This is one of 
several ways in which a department carries our activities that are 
authorized by Congress, both appropriationwise and substantive-
programwise. 

So it is not an add-on, or something extra. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. I think if you read the language of section 11, it 

does give the President rather broad authority and it could cover a 
multitude of sins. 

Dr. Bombardier? 
Dr. BOMBARDIER. I just have two followup points on the questions 

that the gentlemen have been raising. It seems to me, on the question 
of impoundment, that there is a dilemma here. If you do not require 
the agencies to establish reserves, then there is no way that you can 
insure that the money will be available for these jointly-funded 
projects when requests come in. 

On the other hand, if you do establish reserves, if you do require 
that, if you do have a general policy on that, there is a very serious 
question as to whether this authority could be abused. 

Now that is the dilemma, and I was wondering how you planned 
to solve it. 

Mr. INK. Well, there are agencies who do establish reserves for 
various purposes. When I was Assistant Secretary in the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, I established reserves. And, as 
we moved toward decentralization, I wanted to make sure that as 
the year progressed we were not in a situation in which we were unable 
to meet unexpected needs in one part of the country because we had 
already committed ourselves throughout the country and throughout 
the Nation, and had no flexibility left. As the year progressed, we 
worked those reserves down until at the end of the year, they were 
gone. 

Now that is prudent management. And I think agencies ought to 
be able to do that kind of thing. I do not believe that that is something 
which lends itself to impoundments, at least in my experience. 

We experienced impoundments under all administrations I have 
been associated with before. We have experienced impoundments 
under all four of them. And representing the agency viewpoint, I was 
never enthusiastic about the impoundment under any circumstances, 
except I guess one in tance, where the need had clearly disappeared 
and new conditions came along under which it really would have been 
foolish to spend the money. 

But, never in my own experience-I have been in four depart-
ments-has this kind of reserve drawn me into the impoundment 
problem. Impoundment always re ulted from other reasons, some of 
which I agreed "'ith, some of which I did not agree with. 

Mr. HEAD. Uay I comment on the existing IGA projects? 
Dr. Bol.VIBARDIER. Sure. 
11r. HEAD. It has bren the practice in the test experience that there 

be no reserve. The I GA project, have competed for funds just a any 
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other requirement of a State or local unit of government. The IGA 
the requirement in an IGA project-must stand on it O\Vll merit and 
must compete. Thi has been the past experience. So whether or not 
there is an impoundment on funds in a particular program, it would 
have the same impact in a categorical grant proces& as well as an IGA 
process. That has been something that has been constant. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. But the point, Mr. Head, is this. We know that 
there have been cases where funds have not been reserved and where 
this has led to exces" ive delays, and even to the withdrawal of projects 
and to the killing of projects because the funds were not available in 
the agencies. 

Mr. INIL And this of course is true-it is equu.lly true in the categor-
ical area. I think what Mr. Head was saying is that they have to 
compete in the same wa:v that categorical grants do. 

Now from a managerial standpoint, some agencie have developed 
some reserves to alleviate that kind of problem. So where there are 
projects that. have particular merit, they have some flexibility and 
there may be agencies that will do that from a managerial standpoint. 
So far, I do not think they have, but I would not say that they might 
not sometime in the future. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. I think it is a real dilemma. I do not want to 
take up too much time but there is one other question I would like 
to follow up on, a point Mr. Buchanan and Mr. Steelman raised. 

You spoke at some length about the assessments that you have 
done, and we know that some of the Federal agencies invoked have 
tended to believe that project monitoring and evaluation is either 
shallow or nonexistent in many of the IGA projects, or that it tends 
to focus upon purely administrative relationships instead of upon the 
impact of the Federal funds. 

So this raises, it seems to me, another dilemma because this program 
operates under a lead agency. Now the lead agency, let us say HUD, 
has no particular program expertise in a health program that it may 
be administering for HEW in a jointly-funded project. Now the 
question that Mr. Buchanan and Mr. Steelman raised, is, I think, a 
very good one. If these evaluations are just going to focus upon 
administrative relationships, the question of what impact the Federal 
funds are actually having becomes a very serious one. 

Mr. INK. I think that is an excellent point, and I agree that the 
assessments to date, that I have seen, have concentrated more heavily 
on procedure than, I think, they should as an ongoing proposition. 

I think, in part, this is because when you start something out, 
when you first get it launched, the procedure or the process is crucial. 
In other words, the thing will not work unless the process is working. 

But you are right. The substance is ver:y important. And that will 
have to receive greater attention and greater focus a the program 
moves forward. I agree. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. How can you do that if the whole purpose of 
IGA is to limit the number of participants and to work through a 
lead agency? The point is this. An HEW program manager has 
responsibility for a health program, let us say. Now his funds are 
being tran £erred into a joint management fund, administered by a 
lead agency, perhaps HUD. Now that is desirable from the point of 
view of the grantee, because he only has to work with the lead agency, 
but from the program manager's point of view, determining how his 
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funds are bein()' expended, he lacks information on the impact of those 
funds. That is nnothcr dilemma. 

:\fr. INK. Yes, except as I indicated in my testimony , th substan-
tive communications between the other agencies and the grantee, 
should not be cut off by this process. It is ycry important that it not 
be cut, off. 

The formal reporting, the accounting, that kind of thing is channeled 
together. But the substantive information concerning the program, 
is something in which the supporting agency . hould continue to take 
a strong and active intere ' t. 

As I said earlier, his accountability to the President 2-ncl to the 
Congress and to the public is in no way dimini heel by the fact that 
he is joining with his colleagues in joint funding. Do you want to 
add to that, Tony? 

1Ir. HEAD. Yes, sir. 
One of the . trong point on IGA i. the emphasis phtced on the pro-

gram a pect. What it is that the grantee is trying to uccomplish. And I 
think this i · a point that Mr. teelman addressed. 

Now you . peak of the lead agency's respon. ibility for the admin-
i. tration of the program. Yes, you are speaking of the admini ·tratiYe 
proce , the financial reports, the administration of the letter of credit. 
But if there is a problem, if HUD is a lead agency, and if there i a 
problem in establishing health center , it is not expected that HUD 
would haYe the experti e in the administration of health center . 

HEW has pro-vided the fund in that pnrticular project to upport 
the establishment and the admini tration of health centers. And that 
i where the expertise is expected to come from. 

In the proce s of executing the grant, the grantee maintains his 
establi hcd communication with hi HEW representatiYe. The techni-
cal upport, normally provided in the categorical grant proce. s, is 
continued to be provided in the IGA process. 

So that is not lo t. What is one of the major advantage in the work 
program evaluation i that HEW not only has an opportunity to look 
at the establishment of health center , but it also ha ' nn opportunity 
to look at the law enforcement requirement, which i directly related 
to the establishment of health centers and the hou ing requirements, 
and . o forth, which are also being addre eel in the same project. 

o the programmatic aspect is that you have a plus in the IGA 
proce , not a minu . It i. definitely a plu . 

l\1r. STEEL1IA"N. ~Ir. Chairman, could I ju. t a k one followup 
que tion? 

Mr. FouNTALT. Ye . 
Mr. TEEL~IAN. Mr. Ink, what i the exact relationship between 

the GSA and the IGA? Do you haYe the authority to, yourelf, 
in titute ome of the e reform that we . ugge ted? Or have you been 
designated by 0MB to be the supervi or over thi' IGA program? What 
is the exact r lation. hip here? 

Mr. L~K. Well, we liave been de ignated by the Pie ident to pir,k up 
re __ pon ibility for the technical development of WU)" in which to 
treamline and improve grant admini tration of which IGA is one 

very important element. 
And, in doing that, we carry out that re pon~ibility within the broad 

policy over ight of the Pre ident nnd O::\1B. And, '-econdly, a I 

33-1:>0---74-10 
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indicated earlier, 0MB of course retains the direct relation hip with 
the regional councils and the FEB's. 

We work with 0MB within that framework. We do work directly 
with the regional councils. 

::\1r. STEEL~IAN. All right, now were you sent from 0MB to G A to 
oversee this? And, secondly, to whom do you personally, directly 
report? 

Mr. INK. I report to the Administrator of GSA. I am the Deputy 
Administrator and my area of concern is aero s the board in GSA. IGA 
is just one of the many areas with which I am concerned in General 
Services Administration. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Well, to whom at the 0MB do you report with 
regard to your line of respon ibility with the IGA? 

Mr. INK. I do not report to 0MB. But the agency has a re pon i-
bility, has the same kind of relation hip to 0MB that other agencies 
have in terms of a broad policy oversight. 

Now Mr. Zeckman, who is the Acting A ociate Administrator of 
GSA, who just recently moved into this post, and who is here with us 
today, has direct re ponsibility for thi area in GSA. 

Our relation hip with 0MB is the same here as it i with respect to 
the work we are doing in the productivity area, in the value engineering 
areas, the improvement of financial management, accounting, auditing, 
ADP, all of these different managerial area . . We, in effect, are the 
de~igners, the y ·terns de igners, and as such work directly with the 
aO'encies and with 011B and with the regional council:.,. 

::\Ir. TEELMAN. How about the domestic council? 
Do you have any formal relationship with them? 
Mr. INK. We do not have a formal relationship. 
Whenever omething comes before the dome tic council that would 

relate to these areas, then we would be brought in. But that, recently, 
ha not been active in the areas we are talking about. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Ink, I want to get back to an area we were 

engaged in before we got on this ubject which, by the way, I think 
is an important one and I am glad we discus edit. 

Mr. Head mentioned the desire to have a variety of projects to test 
the assumption of the IGA program. Now, of the IGA project now 
underway, it would appear that the overwhelming majority are 
chiefly and primarily concerned with planning. I could be wrong, but 
it looks as if the pilot projects have been unbalanced toward planning 
project . 

Would you comment on thi ? 
Mr. HEAD. I think maybe the primary reason for that i that the 

planning organizations both at the, tate and local unit of government 
level were those organizations that already had the expcrti. e of formu-
lating areawide strategies to addre . interrelated problems. They 
had been faced with the problems of developing comprehcn ive plans, 
and then once those plan. were dev )oped, breaking them down into 
component applications in order to get Federal a. i. tance. 

But ba ically, they had the experti e and the dccisionmaking 
process to addre s interrelated requirement.. o as a re ult when the 
call for IGA application was initiated, it was in tho ·e area that the 
majority of the application addre sed. 
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N?w, we do have some that are a combination of planning and 
services. 

Mr. INK. If I might interject at that point, the experimental 
projects were in the planning area, and I think that was another reason 
that as we moved into the pilot phase the majority of effort is in plan-
ning. I think it also lends itself more readily to planning. I think the 
-,ervices area is more difficult to handle, and con truction is something 
which we have not tried to undertake through the I GA process. There 
has been some interest in exploring that possibility, but that would 
be much more difficult. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Of course, that is what you would have to do if you 
go into joint funding. 

Mr. INK. No, joint funding does not require going into the con-
struction area. You could use joint funding just for planning purposes. 
You could use it for planning and services operations. We would not 
feel at all compelled to go into the construction area with joint funding. 
And as ·a matter of fact, we would not go into construction without 
experimental and pilot operations first. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Well, if you do not use it for services, is there not 
ome question about how much you are going to be able to accomplish? 

Mr. INK. We expect to use it for services. It is the construction 
area that I am placing the question mark on, and we would move 
into construction only after we had gone through an experimental 
and pilot phase, as we are in these other planning and operational 
areas. 

Mr. FouNTAI . Does this concentration on planning projects in 
your opinion constitute a fair test of the principles involved in joint 
funding? 

Mr. INK. I think it is giving an excellent test with re pect to the 
planning area. I think it is testing some but not aJl of the problems 
that are associated with the operational phase, and it does not test 
many of the problems that might be associated with construction. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. One of the virtues of joint funding, I am told, is 
that it allows potential applicants to obtain funds without having 
their priorities subverted by the categorical nature of the Federal 
grant-in-aid system. Now, we know that in several cases potential 
applicants have taken this Yery seriously, and they have pre ented 
the councils with proposed plans unrelated to specific funding sources. 
Reportedly, the councils have not been too happy with that. They 
expect the applicants to have previously located their potential fund-
ing sources, mostly, of course, from categorical grant programs. 

Doesn't this really mean, therefore, that local priorities still have 
to conform to the categorical system? 

Mr. L K. They have to conform to whatever statutory require-
ments, whatever programmatic purposes lay behind the use of the 
appropriated fund . They also have to conform with whatever there 
may be e, tablished in the wt1y of national policies. If it is working 
properly-and, of cour:e, it has not ah ays worked properly-the 
individuals administering the Federal programs are not in a position 
to inject their personal priorities, but rather to respond to the priori-
ties set by the local unib. 

~Ir. HEAD. Mr. Chairman, I might comment on that. Although the 
IGA preapplication require" that the grantee identify a summary of 
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his work activity and tentutive funding source-.,, in the actual applica-
tion process where the work activities are identifie(l in detail, there is 
a specific requirement that the Federal regional council, as wl'll as 
the participating agencies, assist the grantee in identifying potential 
funding rmurces or a.lternative funding sources. 

Here it is felt that the Federal agencies or the Fedeml officials are 
in a much better position to identJ.fy the sources of fund ~ than the 
grantee is able to identify them. So that is a specific a-.,signment of 
responsibility to the Federal agencies i.md the Federal regional coun-
cils in the actual policy guidelines here. 

Mr. INK. I do not think in every case that hus been carried out to 
its full intent. But that is part of the design, and part of the intent 
of the IGA. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Another virtue, we are told, is that it simplifies the 
workload. From our examination of the IGA program, ho\rnvcr, it 
appears to have the effect to changing the locus of the workload from 
local communities to Federal agencies. The work still has to be done. 
Indeed, there may be more "~ork to be done, but the Federal Govern-
ment is doing it. This may be de. irable, but the point I want to make 
is this. I can foresee a situation developing where the council may have 
certain favorite types of I GA's or jointly-funded projects because 
they arc familiar with them and have gained experience with them. 
They ma,y be very reluctant to develop new combinations at the 
response of local communities because this does, after all, involve a 
tremendous amount of work. 

Do you have any comment on this, and how it can be avoided? 
Mr. HEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think "hen you speak of hifting of 

workload, I think we can look at two areas. One, there is an intended 
shift in workload where in the categorical grant process it is the 
grantee that has the responsibility of trying to get HEW, HUD and 
the various other Federal agencies to come together and to consider 
his requirement. Under IGA's particular shift has taken place, and 
that is the desirable shift, where the Federal regional council now 
has the responsibility to act as a catalyst in bringing the Federal 
agencies together to jointly consider the requirement. 

Now, as for the shifting workload, the simplification in the comple-
tion of the grantee's workload is clearly in favor of the grantee. In 
the past, he has attempted to address eight or nine different work 
activities, in most instances each one separately. He has been funded 
through eight or nine different channels in most instances at a, eparate 
time. Under the IGA process, he is able to formulate a completion plan 
where he can phase the completion of these work activities, in many 
instances eliminating duplicate work activities. In the execution of the 
work plan, the shift in the workload is clearly in favor of the grantee. 

But in the other instance where you have the job of trying to bring 
the agencies together to consider his requirement, that i a shift to 
the Federal ide, and we think that if:! where it should be. 

Mr. INK. As I indicated in my testimony-and I think this is very 
pertinent to your question, Mr. Chairman-the Federal workload is 
of course much, much greater the first time a regional council deals 
with an IGA. With subsequent experience, that ,vorkload decreases 
considerably. There vrns a great decrea e in the amount of effort 
from the Federal level as we moved from the experimental projects 
into the pilot phase. 
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Interestingly enough, the Seattle Regional Council is in the area 
" ·hich had the first joint funding effort, and that was very, very 
torturous, very time consuming, and there "·as a considerable question 
in our mind following that Puget Sound experience '"·hether this was 
really practical or not. Today, that council has had the most experi-
ence, and that is one of the councils that is pressing us to permit 
them to handle more projects. They want to expand. 

I believe 1Ir. Kel1y was here yesterday. They are enthusiastic 
about the program. So that as you move from the experimental 
through the pilot into the operational, the amount of this workload 
goes down Yery, Yery substantially. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I see our time is disappearing fast. I am going to 
ask you to be as direct as possible in response to the remaining q ues-
tions. If you lrn-v-e further details, you may want to submit them to 
the subcommittee. 

Can you giYe us .'ome idea of the man-years inYolYed in putting 
an IGA together, and what this ,rnuld mean in terms of cost to the 
Federal Government? 

~Ir. INK. I think probably we might best provide that for the 
record, Mr. Chairman. 

:\fr. FouNTAIN. All right. 
If an IGA saves the applicant time and manpower, I can see how 

this is certainly a benefit. Yet, it would appear at the same time that 
it increases the workload for Federal personnel, and, of course, this 
is a real cost. Do you haYe any hard data-for example, benefit-cost 
studies-that ,rnulcl help us to determine whether the IGA process 
is co t-effective? 

1Ir. INK. We have information "·ith respect to some of the pilot 
projects which we can make available to the subcommittee. Of course, 
the extrapolation of ,Yhat "·ill occur as we move then into the opera-
tional phase has to be an estimate. 

l\lr. FouNTAIN. Would you provide that information to the sub-
committee if you can? 

~Ir. INK. Yes, we will pro,-i<le that information. 
[The information follO\rn :] 
The IGA program has as its primu.ry objective improving the capacity of the 

Federal Government to respond to State n.nd local governments seeking multi-
agency funding of comprehensive projects. An interagency coordin:1ting process 
i · required to administer such projects at the Federal level, which draws on the 
resources of all participating grantor agencies. The Federal personnel involved in 
IGA are assigned full-time to program areas within their respective agencies, and 
participate in IGA as an extension of their individual agency duties. For this 
reason, the exact share of participating agency resources devoted to I GA cannot 
he easily isolated, nor have I been able to obtain reliable data subsequent to this 
hearing. If the progr~1.m becomes institutiornilized through passage of the Joint 
Funding Simplification Act, we expect resource savings, especially at the applicant 
level. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Goldberg has a followup question. 
Dr. GOLDBERG. In thi~ connection, Mr. Ink, you stated on page 8 

of your prepared statement that the first year that a unit of State or 
local government embarks in an IGA process, the project con umes 
far more time and effort than i true for subsequent years. 

Mr. INK. Yes. 
Dr. GOLDBERG. Is this not also true for any grant program where 

the applicant normally pends a great deal of time preparing justifica-
tion. and documenting hi original application? 
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Is it any different in an IGA than any categorical grant application 
in this respect? 

Mr. INK. This is true in all programs. However, we are not subject 
here to the fluctuations of funding related to IGA. It draws upon the 
flow of funds of other programs. So, consequently, you do not have the 
uncertainties associated with uch program as Model Cities, for 
example. And I think we would expect a greater stability and a greater 
continuity. Consequently, this workload decrease should be more 
marked in the case of I GA than in the case of others. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. You are making the assumption, I gather, that once 
an IGA or joint funding package is put together, there will be reason-
able continuity for a period of time. 

Mr. INK. Particularly with respect to the Federal regional council, 
which is where the workload factor has the greatest impact. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. Yes; this ,rnuld be true if nothing occurs to di rupt 
the components of that joint funding effort or that package. 

:Mr. I TK. The individual package ma;v change. The grantee ma)-
change. But the experience that ha been built up in the regional 
council i there to apply to whatever changes occur and whatever 
new projects occur. 

Dr. GoLDBERG. All right. That was not clear to me from your state-
ment. What yon are saying, in effect, is that the economies that accrue 
here relate largely to the availability of trained personnel in the field 
to a. i t the applicant in this proces. , rather than any saving that 
wo Id accrue because the applicant ha had a package already pnt 
together that would, in a en e, provide a free ride for sub equenl 
years. 

Mr. INK. Well, I think there i. ome of tlw latter. But my empha. is 
was on the first. For example, ,vith respect to the grantee and the 
regional council, the first year there is the preaudit to ee if the 
accounting system is intact. Unless we encounter considerable prob-
lems with that grantee, there i no need to repeat that preaudit. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. Now, for the joint project itself, if the Congre-;;s 
should terminate or substantially change the term of any grant pro-
gram that i. a part of that package, what effect would this have on 
an IGA which is already undenrny-"-hiC'h is already funded? 

Mr. INK. If it i really the heart of the project, then, of conr.-e, it 
could have a major impact. It could even re ult in the project being 
terminated. 

If it ,vere a subsidiary program, then I would think a change nor-
mally would not have a major impact unle . the program wa termi-
nated. Generally what happens is ther0 arc imply changes in the 
national level of funding, and that i trmdatecl to an inclividual 
project. And I think it i easily accommollatcd "-ithin the procedural 
framework of I GA. 

Mr. Fou~ TAIN. I would think that a crucial element in the succe s-
ful execution of a joint project i continuity of personnel at the Fed-
eral level. Thi i ugge. ted by e,raluations clone of the Indianapolis 
IGA where, a I unrl0r:-; tancl it, the turnonr of Federal per onnel nt 
the end of the first year delayed second year funding for something 
like 9 months. So I a.~ mne that continuity is crucial. 

Now, in view of the turnover problC'm which the council · have 
experienced, how likely i. uch continuity and how would you e.·pect 
to re olve thi probl m? 



147 

Mr. INK. There will, of course, be turno,Ter. In the case of Indianap-
olis, we were at that time really dependent upon one or two people, 
and when they phased out, then the whole institutional memory was 
gone. There has to be a broader base than that. There is a broader 
base now in the Chicago council. There is a broader base in Seattle. 
There is not a very broad base in the New York Regional Council 
yet. And turnover in New York now could create a problem for us not 
unlike that which we experienced earlier in Chicago vYhich affected 
Indiana polis. 

But as the councils gain more experience, they gain more enthusi-
asm, more interest, and we get more people that are acquainted and 
that have had experience in the program. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I think we seem to agree that putting an IGA 
together does involve a lot of work, and the question, therefore, 
becomes, is it worth it? The minutes of the meeting of the Undrr 
Secretaries group for May 28, 1971, indicate that the Indianapolis 
IGA, one of the original four projects, had resulted in a curious situa-
tion; namely, that to put it together had required a longer procesRing 
time than separate requests to the individual agencies would have 
taken, and resulted in less funding being available than if the funds 
had been pursued separately. We also understand that Indianapolis is 
not the only case where this has occurred. Now I realize this wa ' an 
experiment and we profit from such experience. But, I am concerned 
that not many communities will want to avail themselves of joint 
funding, if this is going to be the result. 

Would you care to comment on this? 
Mr. lNK. Mr. Chairman, I would urge that you might raise that 

question with Mr. Meeker, who is going to be testifying before this 
subcommittee. He was deputy mayor of Indianapolis. I think he will 
tell you that there were some very real, very serious growing pains. 
I think he will also tell you that in his judgment the impact has been 
very beneficial from the standpoint of Indianapolis. But you should 
hear that from him rather than from me. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Other cases would include the Atlanta Regional 
Commission IGA, and the Houston-Galveston Area Council IGA. 

Mr. INK. Yes. Mr. Head pointed out to me that earlier experience, 
of course, was before the IGA guidelines had been established and 
before the machinery had been set up. That is not to say we do not 
still have problems, because we do. But they are less eriou now. 
There are less of them. And it is a part of the learning proces . 

Mr. Chairman, if one looks at the intricate programs and proce, ses 
that are involved in other areas that I mentioned earlier-mi sile 
development and space development and so forth-as such a program 
first gets underway there are all kinds of problems that develop. 
What we have tried to do here is approach it on a systematic basis in 
which we experiment and then pilot operate before we go into the 
major operation . We have tried to get early developmental as e ments. 
We have tried to get candor into the evaluation , which we have 
shared with the subcommittee staff. 

As was pointed out earlier, that does not mean that they are purely 
objective. That does not mean that every problem has been ferreted 
out, because I am sure they have not. But I would suggest, if you com-
pare what has been done here with what is normally done in the 
launching of domestic programs, the amount of assessment, the-
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amount of financial control, the amount of auditing i greater by almo t 
an order of magnitude. 

1fr. FouNTAIN. It abo appear" that man>T of the e IGA's simply 
involve a repackaging of grants already approved and that no new 
fund were involved. If no new funds are involved, if you are only re-
arranging existing grants, I wonder if States and communitie are 
going to believe it is worthwhile. We know, for example, that the 
State of Oklahoma withdrew its application for an IGA when it learned 
that no new funds would be available. 

11r. I:N"K. Ye. , sir. Those are slightl>T different issue . There are 
some who have applied in the hopes of this being a vehicle or a mecha-
nism for getting additional fund ·. Thi is not the purpose of IGA, and 
we have tried to explain that to people. :Maybe we have not reached 
everybody. But it is not the purpose of IGA to simply increa e the 
level of funding going into a tate or a community. 

It is a mechanism, a process which is supposed to implify for the 
grantee the utilization of those funds and to place the emphasi and 
the focus on State and local priorities, rather than on our priorities 
here in Washington and how tho e are used. And third, IGA is 
intended to enable them to relate one funding area to another where 
these programs . houlcl be related. 

Now, ·with respect to simply repackaging categorical grants, where 
the funding levels are about the ame, the amount of time involved in 
going forward with IGA is generally much le. s. So it is simpler, ac-
tuall>T, and less investment of time from both the regional council 
tandpoint and from the ~tanclpoint of State or local unit of govern-

ment. It doc., however, permit, even though it might be a repackaging 
of the same categorical grants, it doe permit them to take better ad-
vantage of whatever initiative the State or the local unit of govern-
ment can exerci e with respect to planning, "\\-~th respect to etting of 
priorities, because being no longer in these individual categorical 
straitjackets, it can relate one area to the other. 

I think this is in the interest of increa ing the capacity of local 
government to govern. I think it is in the interest of the voters of 
local government being better able to hold their public officials ac-
countable for programs in tho e communities and quality of services 
that are provided to the citizens of that community. 

:\Ir. Fou~ 'TArn. Now, some Federal agencies have complained that 
they do not get enough information from an IGA application to de-
termine whetll<'r a project should be upportecl from their funds. 

If you ,vere a progrnm manager und . Ton had to choose between 
funding a project which provided nil of the information normally 
reqnirC'd, and funding an IGA project v.rhere information is omctime-, 
limited to a line or two of narrative, would you feel ju tified in selecting 
the latter? 
. I think thi~ is nn appropriate que.,tion to ask, and I hope you can 

give us a good an.wer. 
1Ir. L TK. ~nf rtunutely, one almost has to answer it on the basis 

of an individual ca e, or nn individual 5ituation. 
In :-;omc of the. P projects, our people have been requiring a level of 

detail which I think is highly inappropriate for the Federal Govern-
ment to get into. 

When I was at HUD, for example, I found everal of our en()'inecrs 
bogged down for month~ in tr};ng to ·wrestle '"'ith the local community 
on where a water tank should be located; trying to determine where 
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the economic growth was going to be; weighing and evaluating the 
esthetics of the water tank being there;howit affects that neighborhood 
and how it affects the other neighborhood. 

Now, I would sug-gest that the extent to which this program weeds 
out that sort of thing, it is to the advantage of the Federal Govern-
ment; it is to the advantage of the local government, and to the tax-
payer. On the other hand, in that same instance, there was information 
which they were wrestling -with concerning the extent to which a fed-
erally assisted sewer system did or did not fit a federally assisted sewer 
system in an adjoining jurisdiction. 

Now that, I thought, was an appropriate thing for the program 
manager to want to know about. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I appreciate your ans,ver. One final question on 
IGA. Mr. William Kolberg, who ,n1s formerly with the Office of 
Management and Budget, gave a speech lust year in which he had this 
to say about IGA, and I quote: 

This approach appears to be successful, but we have our doubts that it can be 
replicated to a larger group of States and localities because of the time involved. 

What is your response to that comment? 
Mr. INK. I have made similar comments at an earlier stage and I 

think before this subcommittee I made a comment in which I said 
that I thought its application and its potential was limited until and 
unless we are able to do some other things, such as standardizing 
administrative requirements. There are a number of other things 
which have now been done ,Yhich, I think, increase the potential 
application of IGA far beyond that potential which could have been 
realized without the Circular No. A-102, which standardized adminis-
trative requirements, without the "~ork that the Comptroller-General 
has done in the audit area, and ,vithout the development of the re-
gional councils, and standard Federal regions. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. What are the implications of this bill ,,~ith respect 
to the Freedom of Information Act? Since joint funding projects are 
of necessity interagency undertakings, would passage of this legislation 
reduce in any way the amount of information that would otherwise. 
be available to the general public? 

Mr. INK. These projects, of course, are no"T, and if the legislation 
is passed, would continue, of course, to be fully subject to the pro-
visions of the Freedom of Information Act. I see no way in which that 
would be affected. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Do you have a legal opinion on this from the Justice 
Department? Do you think one is necessary? 

Mr. INK. I did not think one was necessary. I cannot conceive of a 
"~av in ,vhich it would be affected. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Bombardier? 
Dr. Bol\IBARDIER. Just a followup on that. There are provisions in 

the Freedom of Informotion Act that limit access to doeuments in 
interagency undertakings, and that is "·hat our conrcrn is, since this 
is, by its very nature, an interagency undertaking. So, I was just 
wondering if you, your legal staff working,, ith the Justice Drpartment, 
could tell us precisely what the impact of this legislation "ould be. 
Could you supply that for the record? 

Nir. INK. We will check "·ith our law] ers. 
Mr. Fou1TTAIN. I think you should do so. 
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Mr. INK. These are projects, and treated as projects, and we 
look upon reports and the audits as fitting in the same category 
as any other projects, but we will double-check back with the lawyers. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. Would any assessments that you make be 
available to the public? 

Mr. INK. They would be available to the same extent that agency 
assessments are made. Now, the reason I say that is there are provisions 
in the Freedom of Information Act that apply to any kind of assess-
ment. For example, something that would relate to a criminal in-
vestigation, which we have not found yet, but if one should develop, 
that, of course, fits within one of the provisions of the Freedom of 
Information Act the same here as it would in an agency assessment. 
I do not see any difference but we ,vill check with our lawyers. 

[The information follows:] 
Reference was made to "provisions in the Freedom of Information Act that 

limit the access to documents of interagency undertaking" and the possibility 
that access to interagency documents developed under jointly funded projects 
may be restricted. The Office of General Counsel in GSA advises that, as a matter 
of law, public acceRsibility to the records created pursuant to the passage and 
implementation of H. R. 11236 will not be adversely affected by their interagency 
nature. To be withheld from disclosure by one · or more concerned agencies, the 
same requirements will apply as those that apply to withholding intra-agency 
records. Further, the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice has 
informnlly reviewed this opinion and expressed no objection. A copy of the legal 
opinion follows: 

MEMORANDUM 

The impact of the Freedom of Information Act upon access to Federal records 
created upon the passage and implementation of the "Joint Funding Simplifica-
tion Act of 1973," H.R. 11236. 

FACTS 

Should R.R. 11236 be enacted, each Federal agency participating in a jointly-
funded Federal assistance program (e.g., grants-in-aid to State and local govern-
ments) would be required to coordinate its efforts with other participating agencies. 

Necessarily, this coordination will result in the creation of additional inter-
agency records consisting of correspondence between the concerned agencies 
and other documentation related to their joint efforts. At the hearings on R.R. 
11236 before the Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Government Operntions, subcommittee members expressed some 
concern that public access to these newly created records would be adversely 
affected by the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act because of their 
inter-agency nature. The Chairman requested that GSA investigate this possi-
bility for inclusion into the record of the hearings. 

ISSUE 

Will the provision in the Freedom of Information Act relating to inter-agency 
memorandums or letters adversely affect public access to records created pursuant 
to the passage and implementation of the "Joint Funding Simplification Act 
of 1973," H.R. 11236? 

APPLICABLE LAW AND DISCUSSION 

The Freedom of Information Act is the law that states that any pernon, no 
matter who or what his interest in the subject matter, is to have access to any 
identifiable Federal record upon his request, subject only to the limitation that 
certain categories of records spelled out in the statute may be withheld by the 
controlling agency. Among the statutory exemptions to mandatory public acces-
sibflity are records which are '' inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or 
letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in 
litigation with the agency." (5 U.S.C. 552(b)(,5) (1970)). 
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When read in context with applicable judicial and legislative interpretations of 
this exemption and other portions of the Freedom of Information Act, it becomes 
clear that the "inter-agency" nature of a particular Federal record would not 
affect its public accessibility. First and foremost, the applicable exemption applies 
to inter-agency and intra-agency memorandums and letters, not merely to inter-
agency records. By "inter-agency and intra-agency," Congress intended that the 
records that may be exempted under this provision must have been created within 
the Federal establishment (Wu v. National Endowment for the Humanities, 460 F. 
2d 1030 (5th Cir. 1972); Soucie v. David, 448 F. 2d 1067 (D.C. Cir. 1971)), as 
contrasted, for example, to the "trade secrets" exemption, which relates only to 
records created outside the Federal Government but which come into the posses-
sion of one of its agencies (Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corp. v. Renegotiation 
Board, 425 F. 2d 578 (D.C. Cir. 1970), on remand, 325 F. Supp. 1146 (D.D.C. 
1971), aff'd, 482 F. 2d 710 (D.C. Cir. 1973)). In other words, the phrase "inter-
agency and intra-ag0ncy" ·within the fifth exemption to mandatory disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act refers only to the Federal origin of the 
applicable records, and not to the reasons why they may be exempted, which is 
ostemiibly covered by the words," ... which would not be available by law to a 
party other than an agency in litigation with the agency." 

This confusing language has uniformly been interpreted by the courts as re-
f erring to those records that would not be available under the discovery provisions 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Because any factual materin.l is dis-
covemble under the Federal Rules, this exemption applies only to those written 
communications that evidence the administrative policymaking decision process 
within an agency(ies) and not to a final agency decision or the factual material 
used in arriving at that decision (Mink v. Environmental Protection Agency, 410 
U.S. 73 (1973); Wu v. National Endowment for the Humanities, supra; Bristol-
Myers Co. v. FTC, 424 F.2d 935 (D.C. Cir 1970)). Therefore, the key to whether 
n. record created pursuant to the passage and implementation of R.R. 11236 may 
be exempted from disclosure under the fifth exemption to the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act corresponds to its relationship to the formulation of agency policy and 
not to whether it is a communication between two or more agencies. 

Finally, it is important to note that the Freedom of Information Act is an 
"access" law and not a "restrictions on access" law. It does not in and of itself 
restrict access to any Federal record. To the contrary, it demands full disclosure, 
subject only to recognizing certain specific categories of records that may be 
withheld by the controlling agency. Even if a record falls within one of these 
categories, non-disclosures is not necessarily the result: "Withholding of informa-
tion by government under the act is permis ive, not mandatory, and must be 
justified on the basis of one of the specific nine exemptions permitted in the act." 
(II.R. Rep. No. 92-1419, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 3 (1972)). 

CONCLUSION 

As a matter of law, public acces~ibility to the records created pursuant to the 
pas age and implementation of R.R. 11236 will not be adversely affected by their 
inter-agency nature. To be withheld from disclosure by one or more concerned 
agencies, the same requirements will apply a those that apply to withholding 
intra-agency records. 

As a matter of practice, however, it is not unlikely that some practical problems 
may arise from the mere fact that two bureaucracies, with somewhat variant 
priorities and responsibilities, may well be handling Freedom of Information 
requests for the same or similar records. Any resultant confusion should be miti-
gated by the existence of the Freedom of Information Committee at the Depart-
ment of Ju tice, which ~erves as a final administrative checkpoint on agenc}r 
Freedom of Information denial . And, hopefully, the same cooperation demanded 
of the agencies by R.R. 11236 will be reflected in their handling of related Freedom 
of Information reque ·ts. 

1Ir. FouNTAIN. Of course, notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Freedom of Information Act, we have experienced difficulty-and I 
understand from other committee. of the Congress that they have 
had the same experience-in obtaining from some agencies the in-
formation we need to perform our over ight re ponsibilities. Now I 
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would certainly hope that those involYed in this operation would 
periodicall3, as was sugge ted ye. terdu)~, and I think today, by 1fr. 
Steelman and l\Ir. Brown and other:-,, make available to this com-
mittee and to other appropriate committees in Congress such informa-
tion as would enable us to be informed regularly as to how well these 
program are operating. That would eliminate a lot of problems and 
might even make some hearings unnecessary. 

~Ir. INK. ~fr. Chairman, you have r ad from several referenc"s to 
two documents relating to IGA, in which ,•,c have tried to be forth-
coming to the staff of the subcommittee with rc.-pect to nssessrncnts 
and documents of that nature. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I believe that you will, based on our pn,st associa-
tions. In connection with m3 comment that many agencies seem to 
think they can hold back on information until they are forced to 
comply with the law, I have observed that they could sav both 
themselves and the Congre:-,s a tremendous amount of time, if they 
would simply keep us informed in the first place. After all, we do lrnve 
to legislate in these areas, as well as exercise oversight, and sornctimcs 
it can prevent u:-, from passing :,Orne unnecessary and unwise lc~isla-
tion. 

Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, I have worked ,vith this subcornmit tee 
for a good many years, and I do not believe we have ever had a 
problem on thut score. 

Mr. Fou. TAIN. How, and to what extent, will joint funding aff et 
the substance of programs nnder H.R. 11236? 

11r. INK. First, of course, it has no effect whatsoever upon the 
statutory guidelines, directives, and parameters of these progrnms. 
The only impact I would mention i:-, that we would expect and hope 
that in carrying out the projects, the substance of the programs would 
more nearly fit the needs and the priorities of the local community. 

Mr. FouNTAI T. I would like to e.·plore this with a series of questions. 
UH<ler the authority of 9(a), "Auxiliary Provisions," any funds 
involved in a joint packacre from an appropriation account that allows 
for technical a sistance or training of personnel can be u ed for both 
technical assistance and training under any other program in the 
project, although those other programs may not have f Lmds approved 
by Congres, for training and/or technical a 'sistance. Also, appro-
priations available for training, but not for technical a .. i:-;tance, might 
be u. eel for technical a ·sistance, or vice ver:-,tl. In short, it uppenr:-, 
this legi. lation could result in funds being used for purposes beyond 
those for which they were originally anthorize<l and appropriated. 
Does that not affect program substance? 

.... fr. lNic. I did not interpret that as affecting progrnm sub~tmwe. 
It i ' true, however, as you indicated, that it would be pos::,ible, under 
thi~ provi. ·ion, :vhich is curried over from the-I believe fr011 the 
original bill introduced in 1967, to proYi-lc training t nd 1 cclrnicnl 
a sistance in programs which do not have a specific . t. u ide, or n 
:pecific pro ri.-ion, for training. 

-'-Tow, thi.-, as I recall, grew out of a deep concern, which still c.·i ·t:--, 
that there is need for increasing and str ngtheuing th" ct1pncity of 
many State and local governm nt., nnd here, sinr-e there urc different 
programs and different funding that • re goinrr to be u. d ~i,l b;v side 
there was a feeling that the traini1ig ought to relate to the whole 
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area, or there ought to be an opportunity-I do not mean that there 
should be required-but there ought to be an opportunity for training 
to relate to the whole area, or at least whatever portion of the 
whole project the State or local unit of government felt the need for 
training or a i ' tance. But that does not affect the programmatic 
sub. tance, as we see it. It does not affect the purposes for which the 
funds, the programs for which the fund can be spent; it does not 
affect the eligibility; it does not affect the programmatic or sub tantive 
areas. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. But dependin(Y on how the authority set forth 
in section 9(a) might be used, you would admit that this could affect 
the sub tance of the program? 

Mr. INK. Affect it in the sense that it could be, hopefully, better 
administered, as the people are properly trained. I would not see how 
it could affect it from the standpoint of the program being used for 
purpo es different from those which the Congress had intended, 
because this does not permit an overriding of congre sional intent or 
legi lation with respect to programmatic matters. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. You do not think this ,:rnuld permit the use of 
funds for purpo e for " ·hich they were not intended by the Congre ? 

Mr. INK. Other than training and technical assistance? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. That is right. 
Mr. INK. No, I do not ee how that could be done. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. But it could, so far as training and technical 

assistance. 
i\Ir. INK. In that instance, yes. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Let us take another example, section 6(b). As I 

read it, this would allmv agency heads to waive specific provisions in 
law in the matter of project review. Congress sometimes provides for 
project reviews by particular advisory panels because it thinks that 
such a review i important. 

If, nndcr section 6(b), agency head can waive that r quirement, 
what is your opinion as to "·hether or not there is a real po sibility 
that program sub tance ,rnuld be affected? 

Mr. INK. A you indicate, thi legislation would permit that to be 
done, so that if the element going into the project had required a 
series of different committee reviews, that could be replaced by one 
panel, or one committee review. 

I thinl~ any time you change individuals, there are different individ-
uals involved in advice. That, of course, can result in a change in 
priorities. It can result in a change in assessment or evaluation. I 
think that could happen. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Do you think that the provision ought to have 
some appropriate language limiting the extent of the waiver? 

Mr. INK. We ,vould be happy to e.·plore that with the subcommittee. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. You might e.·plore that, and give us the benefit 

of your thinking. 
N O\V, section 3 (a), if you would turn to that, tates that "the head:; 

of Federal agencie may take action , by internal agency order or 
interagency agreement, including but not limited to,"-and then the 
bill lists actions that can be taken. 

·what is the ju tificution for su ·h broad language, and what are the 
limits which are intended by it? 
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Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, while you ,rnre talking, the heets of my 
bill got mixed up here. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Section 3(a). Do you want me to read that again? 
Mr. INK. I have it in front of me, Mr. Chairman. 
Well, fir t the heads of Federal agencies may take actions. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. In other words, I am a. king what--
Mr. INK. And identifying related program . I think that is pretty 

straightforward, and I think fairlv obvious. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. What I am concerned about is whether or not the 

lan(J'uage is too broad, and what limits are intended. 
Mr. INK. Oh, I see. But not limited to. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes, "but not limited to." 
Mr. INK. I do not believe I would make any strong case for thosr 

four words. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Now, in some earlier versions of this bill, it w,ls 

stated specifically that the executive branch could modify or waive 
requirements with regard to the personnel merit systems. That pro-
vi ion is not included in the present bill. 

Do you know why it was dropped? Is authority for thi purpose 
now contained in section 6(a)(5)? Was it inadvertently dropped, or 
was there purpose in it? 

Mr. INK. It was dropped because there was concern expressed about 
that section that it could affect in a substantive way the merit systems 
and, conceivably, that gains that have been hard won in the merit 
sy. tern area could be Jost. We regard that as a substantive matt0r, 
and would not regard that a something that could be done under 
ection 6. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Were you contacted by the Civil Service Commission 
in connection with this language? 

I am just curious. 
Mr. INK. I do not remember. 
Were we? 
Mr. HEAD. We coordinated with them. 
Mr. INK. We talked with the Civil Service Commis. ion. I do not 

hone tly remember whether the initiative came from them or from 
some State and local people. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In 1969 the Bureau of the Budget gave the follmv-
ing as urance regarding matching formulas, and I quote: 

As we would interpret this legislation, it would mea.n merely computing the 
non-Federn.l shn.re on the same ratio basi. · :1 each individual program i ·· now 
computed. 

It then goes on to explain thi in , ome detail. 
L this till your position, and are you prepared to give us the ame 

assurance toda v? 
Mr. INK. Yes, ' ir. 
:Mr. FouNTAL . Thi mean , then, that a . ingle Federal , hare cnn 

be e. tabli. hed, but the hare of individual programs, establi:hed by 
law, would not be altered on a permanent ba. is. 

I thi correct? 
Mr. INK. That is correct. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Before yielding to the other members, I am going 

to ask this final question. I skipped a number of que tions which I 
,rnuld like to have a ke<l because they have been partially an \\ ered in 
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response to other questions. But I will a k the staff to get in touch "ith 
you, if we feel we need ans-wers to additional questions for the record. 
In summary, I am going to ask you why this legislation is nece sary. 
I would appreciate your being as specific as possible in pinpointing the 
reasons. 

In other words, you state in your testimony that the executive 
branch and the GAO have taken action to standardize thousands of 
administrative requirements, and to develop standard audit proce-
dures; this is certainly a laudible approach. You have done this 
administratively. 

Why, then, is legislation necessary, if you have done these things 
administratively? 

Mr. INK. Legislation for that particular purpose is not essential, but 
highly desirable, in our judgment. First, it is not enough to have the 
guidelines out and to have a reform such as that go into initial opera-
tion. It must be sustained, and it is much, much more difficult to 
sustain it in the absence of a congre sional mandate. 

One, people change. There is turnover. There are changes in ad-
ministration. There are changes in departments and in bureaus. 

Secondly, there is always a question in people's minds as to whether 
this is really four-square with what the Congress intends. So our 
ability to move forward and the confidence "ith which people, the 
Federal people in the field and the confidence with which State and 
local government work with us would be enhanced tremendously by 
congressional endorsement and support of this. 

Now, there have been many statements in Congress that do support 
it, and we know, not only from thi committee but from other com-
mittees, that there is a great deal of congressional support for-maybe 
not all the specifics that are in this bill, but much of the thrust that is 
here. The administering people need more than just oral assurances 
and speeches, though. The legislation is the best way to provide that 
assurance and with that assurance "Te will have continuity. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I appreciate that response. I think the Congre s-
and I believe I speak for the Congres when I say this-is becoming 
increasingly concerned that administrative actions have been taken 
down through the years as a result of Executive orders ,vhicb may have 
been within the law; but questions have been raised as to whether or 
not the agencies had the power to do these things. I think where some-
thing is as important as this, it is wi e to seek the acquiescence of the 
Congress, even if you believe you have administrative authority. 

There are many Executive orders still in effect, including, I think, 
the emergency declaration of 1933 under which any President could 
almost set up a dictatorship in this country if be really wanted to. 
Consequently, I favor not only consultation with the Congress, but 
that Congress be called upon to expre s itself in important matters. 

Mr. Buchanan? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I associate myself ·with 

your remarks, and express appreciation to the witnes es for trying to 
bring some order out of chao in thi whole effort, and e. pecially 
express my appreciation, Mr. Chairman, to you for your very generous 
allotment of time on the minority side. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you, Mr. Buchanan. 
Any other comments that any of you would like to make before 

we adjourn. 
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Well, thank you for coming up and giving us the benefit of your 
thinking on this legislation, and on the other questions which have 
been propounded by members of the subcommittee. 

I would like to ask your cooperation with the staff in responding 
to any specific questions we feel may be necessary to enable us to be 
as objective as possible, and to have adequate information, in passing 
judgment upon this particular piece of legislation. 

Mr. INK. Mr. Chairman, we are delighted that the subcommittee 
has taken this kind of interest in this area, and we would be happy 
to cooperate with the subcommittee and the staff in any way that we 
can. We would very much like to provide whatever help we can so 
that the legislation in whatever form the subcommittee deems desirable 
can move forward in this session. 

[Submissions to additional subcommittee questions follow:] 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION RESPONSE TO Qu1~sTIONS SUBMITTED BY THE 

lNTERGOVEil.NMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Question 1. "Can you tell us whom the major actors have been, the roles they played, and how they have related to each other, under the IGA program? Do you expect any significant changes should joint funding legislation be pa sed?" Answer. The major participants and their roles in the IGA process are: (a) Under Secretaries Group.-Senior level coordinating group, chaired by 0MB, to discuss and determine issues concerning the Federal R egional Council system. Reviews IGA program matters from an overall interdepartmental viewpoint. 
(b) Office of 1v.lanagement and Budget.-Exercises broad policy oversight with regard to resolution of major issues affecting executive branch departments and agencies . 0MB would thus assist in the resolution of major policy issues regarding the IGA program. 
(c) General Services Admim'stralion.-Responsiblc for central administration, evaluation, improvement and direction of the IGA program; provides techni€al assistance to Federal Regional Council staffs, participating Federal agencies, and applicants. 
(d) Federal Regional Councils.-Exercises full direction of the IGA program within its geographic area of jurisdiction in accord with national guidelines estab-lished for the program. As such, accepts/approves IGA grant applications and directs implementation of I GA projects in its region. 
(1) IGA task forces.-Reviews applications accepted for processing by Council, establishes funding sources and levels, and secures funding decision from participat-ing agencies; membernhip includPs Federal and State agencies participating as grantor agencies or having special interest in a given project. 
(2) Lead agency.-Single Federal agency designated by Federal Regional Council to administer project on behalf of all participating agencies; acts as grantee's single point of administrative contact with Federal establishment, re-ceives grantee reports, makes or arranges for single audit, and facilitates grantee communication needs with individual participating grantor agencies on technical matters. Each participating Federal agency retains responsibility for all program-matic decisions. 
No significant changes in the roles of key Federal participants in the IGA process are anticipated with passage of joint funding legislation. 
Question 2. "We understand that there have been problems in the IGA program with agencies that are not decentralized, and with agencies that deal primarily with States and State agencies. Is this the case? If so, would you elaborate on the nature of the problem , and what steps are being undertaken to re ·olve them?" Answer. Smooth coordination of program decisions required in IGA projects is difficult to achieve at times because of the differing levels in grantor agency authority to make program deci ions by the various regional directors. Further, formula grant program and others where grants pass through a State agency require the applicant to meet State imposed requirements and funding procedures that may not be compatible with IGA. 
With respect to agencies that are not decentralized, the IGA program has established an Interagency Systems Group with representation from the major grantor agencies. Such representatives assi tin developing coordination at central 

• 
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and regional offices of their respective agencies for the purpose of achieving timely responses and funding decisions to meet applicant needs. This decreases the impact of uneven decentralization, although it does not eliminate the problem. Those State agencies handling grant funds involved in !GA projects are brought into the development of !GA projects at their inception. Further, such State agencies are con'idered grantor agencies; serve as equal partners on the !GA task force with participating Federal grantor agencies; and are encouraged to utilize the !GA process. 

Question 3. "In listing the criteria to be used by Federal Regional Councils in the selections of IGA's, your guidelines note: 'Perhaps the most important and persuasive criterion is that applicants ... have or can demonstrate they have strong program development and administrative capabilities necessary to carry them through the programs and uncertainties that will arise in a pilot program of the integrated grant type.' Would you expect this to continue to be a criterion if joint funding legislation is passed?" 
Answer. Yes, the criterion will continue because integrated (jointly-funded) grants require a certain level of applicant expertise in two key arens: (a) Program development.-applicants must be able to identify, design and package interrelated needs and objectives into a single, multiyear, comprehensive program prior to applying for integrated (jointly-funded) Federal assistance. This is not necessarily a requirement for single-purpose categorical grants; (b) Administrative capabilities.-applicants must have a sound system of accounting, internal controls and cost allocation procedures to insure that funds are spent only for the purposes for which they were appropriated by Congress, thereby protecting the integrity of individual grant programs. Question 4. '' Some of the experience with lead agencies suggests that they end up doing all the work, that other agencies do not feel responsible for projects not directly under their control and, therefore, do not contribute their fair share of the work. IL1s this been true under the IGA program?" 
Answl'r. It is recognized that the lead agency does assume more administrative workload in !GA since it must coordinate administrative matters. However, it would not he accurate to state that participating agencies do not feel responsible for their portion of the project. All participating grantor agencies have full op-portunity to develop and maintain close working relationships with the grantees. Although the lead agency is the focal point for status reports required under I GA, participating grantor agencies may obtain from the grantee any type of program information they need. 
Question 5. "Would you expect the current heavy workload carried by HUD and IIEW to continue?" 
Answer. Initially, IGA included only planning and human service oriented projects. Therefore, it was expected that HUD and HEW would carry the bulk of the lead agency responsibilities. As participation by other Federal agencies increase~, and as the scope of the pilot projects is expanded, we expect a better distribution of lead agency responsibilities among the Federal agencies participat-ing in IGA. 
Question 6. "We understand that the number of I GA's to be processed this year will increase to no more than 65 regardless of whether Congress passes enabling legislation. Is that correct," 
Answer. Yes, that is correct. 
Question 7. "How many projects do you anticipate being able to process in future years?" 
Answer. It is difficult to estimate a specific number of I GA projects which can be administered in future years. The number will be dependent upon the capa-bilitv of: 
(a) State and local applicants to organize and manage complex programs that require multi-agency Federal funding support and; 
(b) Federal Regional Councils and participating agency staff experience and capability to administer a number of IGA projects. The wider the base of agency participation and staff experience, the more such agencies appear willing and able to manage increased !GA projectR. 
Question 8. "What will thi mean in terms of additional per onnel and added costs to the Federal Government?" 
An wer. The primary objective of the IGA program is to improve the overall delivery sy ·tem of Federal a sistance grants to State and local governments through multi-agency funding of comprehen~ive projects. In terms of Federal Te:-ource required to administer !GA-type project::;, the principal need will be to 
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reorient existing intra-agency proce. ses so that these inter-agency programs can 
be undertaken. We believe that as the program becomes institutionalized, savings 
will result from the use of single applications, standard forms, single audits and 
the related reduction in paperwork processing. 

Question 9. "If State and local communities are expected to report to each 
Federal agency involved in a jointly-funded project on technical aspects of the 
project, and to a lead agency on other aspects, won't this undermine the simpli-
fication goal of the program?" 

Answer. In the IGA program we have instituted considerable improvements to 
standardization and simplification of forms, reports, reporting, auditing proce-
dureR, etc. Under IGA, grantees are not expected to report to each Federal agency. 
IGA's simplified reporting requirements are submitted to the lead agency, who 
in turn coordinates and distributes such reports to participating agencies. In any 
case, under I GA, all participating grantor agencies have full opportunity to 
develop and maintain close working relationships with the grantees. However, 
formal reporting requirements are channeled through the lead agency to avoid 
any imposition on the grantee concerning undue paperwork and redundant project 
reporting requirements. We would expect that a similr.r lead agency approa.~h 
would be utilized under the proposed joint funding legislation. 

Question 10. "Would you expect to move into the service and construction 
area-; more deeply if this legislation is passed? If so, and in view of your desire to 
work out problems prior to launching a progrnm, would it be preferable to await 
the outcome of your pilot efforts in this regard before passing the Joint Funding 
Simplification Act?" 

Answer. Approximately half of the IGA projects include service delivery 
elements. We would expect this proportion to continue with passage of the legisla-
tion. However, land acquisition and construction clements will be added to IGA 
projects for the first time during the coming fiscal yrar and will be limited initiall)T 
to approximately five or six projects. Those projects will be selected on the basis 
of a previously demonstrated ability to administer jointl~--funded grnnts and 
completion of requisite planning normally required for Federal assistance in 
support of land acqusition or construction. 

Joint funding legislation has been considered by the Congress several times in 
the past. We believe sufficient testing of the concept of -a pilot basis has been done 
to warrant passage at this time. 

Question 11. "Would you expect departments and agencies to develop staffs of 
trained personnel devoting all of their time to packaging jointly-funded projects? 
If not, how do you expect to insure the continuity of personnel and institutional 
memory that appears necessary for the successful execution of jointly-funded 
projects?" 

Answer. We would expect departments and agencies to assemble the necessary 
staff to administer jointly-funded projects to the degree required, whether part-
or full-time. One of the ren.sons for the step-by-step approach is to develop a cadre 
of experienced and informed staff in the variou grantor agencies who can assure 
the necessary continuity and institutional memory of the IGA process. If, over 
time, a large number of projects and increased funding move through IGA, we 
would expect this cadre to be the nucleus for the successful execution of an 
expanded number of jointly-funded projects. 

Question 12.' 'Will agencies h::we the option of not participating in joint funding 
projects they oppose, if legislation is passed?" 

Answer. Yes, there is nothing in the proposed legislation that would require 
any agency to participate in jointly-funded projects. Agencies retain the option 
of not participating. 

Question 13. "Would passage of this legislation require their participating in any 
joint funding projects?" 

Answer. Pn.ssage of this legisll:'.tion would not require any agency to participate 
in a jointly-funded project if it did not choo e to do so. It is important that 
Federal grant program managers make their own objective judgment as to whether 
or not a joint funding proposal is consi-;tent with the legislatiYe mrmdates creating 
the particular categorical grant program before providing that program's support 
to the joint funding proposnl. 

Question 14. "How much further can you move administratively in jointly 
funding projects under the authority of 31 United States Code 686?" 

Answer. We have been drawing upon the authority providPd in 31 U.S.C. 686, 
which both we and the General Accounting Office felt we could rely upon for the 
pilot pha. e of the I GA program. However, in moving beyond the pilot pha. e into 
a broader scale application, we f clt we should go to the Congress and get specific· 
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authorization tailored to this kind of program. Accordingly, it is our current fop ling 
that we ought not to go beyond the pilot phase until specific legislation is c>nacted 
for joint funding. 

Question 15. "You mention efforts now underway in GSA to det0rminc the 
amount of money utiliz0d for administrative purpo. es in several elected programs. 
·would you elaborate on this effort?" 

Answer. GSA has und0rwa;v, in cooperation with the General Accounting Office 
and five grant-making agencies, a project to determine the total ndmini ·trative 
co ·ts incurred in six selected Federal program._. This would be the total admin-
i ·trative cost-Federal, ::,tate, and local-involved in delivering good· or s,•1 virc~ 
to the public. As thing:- stnnd new, no one lrno"s how much of the taxpa~·er\,. 
doilur goes to providing dirPct good:-, and services, and how much iR drawn off inti> 
administration. The results of the project are expected to be available early ne:\:t 
fiscal year. 

Question 16. "'Will you explain the division of management re-;pon ibilitiP. 
between OMil and CSA?" 

Answer. As a result of Ex<'cutive Order 11717, GRA now ha. overnll l0nder,.;hip 
responsibility prPviously ext>rcised by the Office of Management and Budg1•t for 
developing Government-wide policy in the areas of financial management, nwn-
agcment systems de\'elopment, procurement and contracting, prop<'rty m:,nagc•-
mcnt, and automatic data processing management, :tnd for sreing that such polic~~ 
i · carried ou within the department.· and agE'ncies. These rc,·ponsibilitic·,:; an---
carried out under the broad policy over::;ip;ht of 01\IB, drawing upon (HI B':-
a. ·sistance in rrsolvin~ major policy issue::;. The O IB ov<'rsight is similar to tlu1t 
exercised over all G 'A function, as well a' those of all other agencies. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. This i. not an area which concerns enough people. 
You might call it the drudgery work of the Congress, but it is extremely 
important. I regret that the pre. s fin<l. it more convenient to go to 
other things where they do not have to think a much as they do in 
this area. If the American people were given a little education through 
the press about ome of the e problem, and what the administrntion. 
and the Congrec:;s are trying to do, I think it would to :om exten 
minimize some of the critici m of Government which we hear in our 
respective districts. The public does not get enough information. 
through the pres . 

As one reporter put it, the press tends to concentrate on the sexy 
problem. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation, and your presence here 
today. 

Mr. INK. Thank you, ~fr. Chairman. 
fr. Fou. .. TArn. Let me announce before we recess that tom rrow 

we will be taking testimony from the Comptroller Generd of the 
United r,tate and al o from Dr. Murtha Derthick of The Brookings 
Institution. 

The subcommittee stands adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow. 
[W'hereupon, ut 12 :25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-

convene at 10 a.m., Thursday, January 31, 1974.] 





SEW FEDERALISM 
( Organizational and Procedural Arrangements for 

Fecleral Grant Administration) 

THURSDAY, JANUARY 31, 1974 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIO. , SuBCOl\L.\IITTEE 

OF THE Co::\Il\HTTEE ON GovERX:\rn_-T OPERATro.- , 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :10 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present.: Repre entatives L. H. Fountain, Jame V. Stanton, 
Clarence J. Brown of Ohio, John H. Buchanan, Jr., Garry Brown of 
Michigan, and Alan Steelman. 

Al o present: Dr. Delphis C. Goldberg and Dr. Gary Bombardier, 
professional ~taff members; and Richard L. Thomp on, minority pro-
fossiona.1 staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

11r. FouNTAIN. Let the subcommittee come to order. Other mem-
bers of the subcommittee are expected to be in "hortly. 

We will continue our hearing this morning on administrative 
initiatives under the ":New Federali m" by taking te..:; imony from 
Mr. Elmer B. Staat , the Comptroller General of the United States. 

We are plea ed to have you with u once again, Mr. 'taats, and I 
In ow your te timony will be extremely helpful to the subcommittee, 
as it has b('en on previous occasions. Will you please introduce your 
as ociates for the record before proceeding with your tatement. 

STATEMENT OF ELMER B. STAATS, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
HE UNITED STATES; ACCOMPANIED BY ALBERT M. HAIR, AS-

SISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION; 
AND STEPHEN J. VARHOLY, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF THE GEN-
ERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION 

, 1r. , TAAT . Thank you, :\fr. Chairman. 
To my left i • Ir. Albert Hair, who i A si"tant Director of our 

General Government Divi ion, and _ Ir. Stephen Varholy, also of 
the General GoYernment Divi ion. Both of theNe gentlemen are 
working full time in the intergovernmental relation- trea, and have 
hC'cn largely rc.N pon..,ibl(' for the report whid1 ,n, pro,-iclcd the <'Om-
mittcc yesterday c·alled "The A cssment of Federnl Regional Coun-
cil '" which we ·win be testifying on here thi morning. --

1r. FouNTAL ~. Wonderful. 
(161) 
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,M_r. STAATS. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement. With your per-
_miss10n I will read it. It is fairly brief. 

_"1TI:7e are here to?ay to disc:i,iss three subjects: 
::Fu- t, to provide you with our assessment of Federal regional 

councils, which we just ref erred to; 
Second, to review our work on the planned variations demon-

stration program; and 
Third, to present our views on H.R. 11236, which is known as the 

Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1973. 
First, with respect to the regional councils: 
The principle objectives in establishing Federal regional councils 

were to develop closer working relationships between major Federal 
grant-making agencies and State and local governments, and to 
improve coordination of the categoricaJ grant system. 

Federal regional councils were formally established in each of the 
10 standard Federal regions by Executive order. :Niembership in each 
council consists of the regional heads of the Departments of Labor; 
Health, Education, and Welfare; Transportation; Agriculture; the 
Interior; and Housing and Urban Development; and the regional 
heads of the Office of Economic Opportunity, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

I might say here, Mr. Chairman, that the six Cabinet Departments 
plus OEO and EPA and LEAA represent in 1974 fiscal year about 
$28 billion in grants to State and local government. 

: Ir. FouNTAIN. Just these six? 
~Ir. STAATS. In 197 4, right. 
Each council is headed by a chairman designated by the President 

from among the regional heads of member agencies. The Under 
Secretaries Group for Regional Operations, chaired by the Deputy 
Director, 0MB, is the Washington level policymaking body respon-
sible for the proper functioning of councils. 

O~IB representatives serve as liaisons between O~1B and the 
councils, and participate in council deliberations. They are primarily 
responsible for carrying out OMB's role as general overseer of co-
ordination efforts among Federal agencies and between the Federal, 
Sta.te and local governments. 

Each member agency is to assign one full-time senior level staff 
member to each council. In addition, each council chairman's agency 
is required to assign one full-time senior level staff member to serve 
as council staff director. For task forces, councils abo draw on regional 
staff of Federal agencies in addition to the full-time staff and, in 
some cases, also include representatives from State and local 
governments. 

The General Accounting Office has just completed its first detailed 
review of what the Federal regional councils are doing. Specificall:v, 
we wanted to find out for the Congress how much progress the councils 
ha-ve made. 

We concentrated our work here, Mr. Chairman, in four regions: 
Seattle, Boston, Chicago, and Atlanta. We wanted to get a good 
cross ection of effort. 

On the basis of 70 interviews with State and local officials, we 
concluded that: 

Although most officials of States and large units of local government 
knew about the councils and their purposes, the extent of this knowl-
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,edge and experience with councils varied widely; and second, that 
officials of small units of local government generally were unfamiliar 
with councils. 

The councils have helped improve day-to-day Federal-State-local 
working relations and unproved delivery of Federal assistance but, 
·so far, their activities have rea,ched only a limited number of the 
potential recipients. 

Our interviews showed that unless State and local government units 
developed aggressive programs for seeking out and securing Federal 
assistance, they usually had little knowledge of or information on 
grant-in-aid programs. It seems obvious that more information is 
needed on Federal grant-in-aid programs and on the opportunities 
for securing assistance from councils. 

In our report, we recommended that councils increase their efforts 
to help State and local government officials understand the councils' 
role and responsibilities and how they can obtain help from the 
councils. 

In view of the limited staff available to the councils and their 
.relatively brief experience, we recommended that 0MB consider an 
experiment. Specifically, we suggested the transfer from Washington 
of a few 0MB representatives to assist the council chairmen and the 
councils in developing and operating programs with State and local 
governments. 

0MB has concurred in this suggestion, and pointed out various 
steps taken within the regions to establish and maintain relations 
with individual State and local officials. 

Our review disclosed several factors impeding councils' efforts to 
achieve greater effectiveness. 

The degree of authority to make decisions delegated from Washing-
ion to the regional heads of Federal agencies participating in the 
councils varies considerably. For many Federal programs, regional 
heads had no authority to make final decisions on applications for 
Federal assistance because final grant approval authority either rests 
in Washington or is delegated to agency regional officials other than 
the council members. In such situations, agencies do not authorize 
their council members to commit grant funds when dealing with State 
and local officials. 

This results in delays in getting projects started or in projects not 
being undertaken. Several State and local officials we interviewed 
were critical of the councils' ability to respond to requests for assist-
·ance. Generally, they believed that council members had no decision-
making authority and were not able to provide prompt assistance. 

You will find in our report, Mr. Chairman, a tabulation we have 
made as to the extent of decentralization of decisionmaking since the 
Federal assistance review program was started in 1969. At that time 
there were on a decentralized basis some 99 programs. In 1973, this 
had increased to 187. But I think perhaps equally significant is that 
the total number of programs during the same period increased from 
583 to 868, so that even though the delegation increase here may 
appear significant, it is not so significant in relation to the growth of 
the individual categorical grant programs themselves. 

Now, this 868 number is the number of programs identified in the 
"Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance." A you know, this figure 
is a difficult one to tie down because of the problem of definition, and 



you can get numbers anywhere from 500 up to 1,000, 1,100, 1,200t, 
depending on how you define them. 

Other factors also impeded councils' effectiveness, such as authority 
given to those carrying out the councils' activities, leadership provided 
to councils, and participating agencies' commitments. 

Except for the staff directors and support staff assigned by the coun-
cil chairmen's agencies, council members, staff, task force representa-
tives, ad hoc participants, and council chairmen divide their time 
between council and agency duties. With this type of organization, a 
higher degree of commitment and support at both the Washington 
and regional levels is needed. 

Although each council chairman is to lead his council effectively, 
council chairmen, under the organization of the executive branch, 
cannot have line authority over the other council members. In addi-
tion, each chairman continues to serve as agency regional head and 
accordingly divides his time between agency and council duties. 

This means that leadership of the councils is charged to part-time 
chairmen who have to rely on the authority implicit in their Presi-
dential designations and such personal capabilities as management 
competence, persuasiveness, and communication skills to carry out 
their responsibilities. 

Concerning the leadership role of the Under Secretaries group, we 
found that council projects were generally successful when the Under 
Secretaries group defined objectives, provided :financial and staff 
resources, and endorsed commitment by member agencies. 

And this, of course, was one of the types of action that I am ref er-
ring to here is the establishment of the integrated grant administration 
program. 

The need for management direction and assistance by the Under 
Secretaries group is underscored when we remember the limitations on 
authority and dual responsibilities of council chairmen and also that 
council members, staff, and task force representatives divide their 
time and effort between council and agency duties. 

Despite these limitations, we believe that within the existing frame-
work the councils can accomplish their purposes more effectively. 

Overall, we recommended that the Under Secretaries group counter-
act the factors impeding councils' effectiveness by taking charge and 
providing direction and firm support to the councils. Specifically, the 
Under Secretaries group should: 

Prescribe standards for councils' work planning and progress 
reporting; 

Provide for councils' participation in the planning stages of required 
projects; and 

Assume responsibility for determining the appropriateness of 
uniformly decentralizing Federal agencies' grant programs. 

0MB endorsed our conclusions and recommendations, and infornwd 
us of the actions currently undenrn. r aimed toward strengthening the 
management and incrcasinf[ the effectiveness of councils. 

Now I turn to the second of the subjects, the planned variation~ 
program: 

The planned variations program was initiated by the President in 
July 1971 to demonstrate, within exi ting kgi. lation, the feasibility 
of special revenue sharing for urban community development. The 
specific objectives of the demonstration were to (1) enable cities to 

., 
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improve their coordination of Federal funds in solving critical urban 
problems, (2) increase cities' abilities to set local priorities, and (3) 
reduce paperwork and overcome de]ay in the existing Federal cate-
gorica] grant system. 

We reviewed Federal regiona] councils' participation in this pro-
gram. We also conducted a separate survey in three cities to evaluate 
the progress and problems being experienced ,vith the program. 

One of the most important points of the planned variations demon-
. tration was the need for cities to deYelop comprehensive plans to 
assure that resources are allocated to meet priority needs, and that 
Federal and local funds are used effectivelv. There had been a lack 
of progress in developing such plans, as shown in our August 1973 
report to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development. 

Because demonstration cities ,:vere experiencing limited progress 
in developing city\\ide plans, we questioned whether other cities will 
be prepared for greater responsibilities in solving urban problems 
under the special revenue sharing approach to urban community 
development. 

HUD told us that the lack of a completed comprehensive plan 
is not likely to seriously hinder cities in assuming greater respon-
sibilities under special revenue sharing. When cities are given greater 
latitude in using Federal funds, they generally have improved their 
planning and management capabilities. They also have developed 
effective means for setting their priorities and allocating resources. 

HUD believes that the absence of a completed comprehensive plan 
is not a major problem, provided that other planning and management 
mechanisms are used. 

Although vrn agree that the use of other planning and management 
mechanisms is a useful tool, we continue to believe that the develop-
ment of local comprehensive plans is the most appropriate method. 

Now turning to the joint funding simplification proposal, H.R. 
11236. 

We support the general objectives of simplifying and improving 
the administration of related grant-in-aid programs. Presently, the 
large number of individual grant-in-aid programs, each with its own 
set of complex specia] requirements, separate authorizations and 
appropriations, makes it increasingly difficult to manage and admin-
i ter these programs. 

Legislation providing for the consolidation of similar programs 
into broader categories of assistance and the placement of similar 
programs in a single agency would result in improved administration 
of Federal grant-in-aid programs. Such legislation would not eliminate 
the need for joint funding entirely, and therefore we support the pur-
poses of H.R. 11236. Although closely related, joint funding is dis-
tinctly different from grant consolidation because it enables the 
grouping of like and unlike programs, not otherwise subject to grant 
consolidation. Whereas grant consolidation involves a permanent 
grouping of like programs, the programs to be grouped under joint 
funding would be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

For several years, 0MB has been experimenting with joint funding 
under the integrated grant administration program. The program 
provides a means for two or more Federal agencies to work together 
in meeting the requirements of proposed projects and enables pro-
spective grantees to apply for a number of Federal assistance grants 
with one application. 
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The objectives of the integrated grant administration program are 
identical to tho e of the joint funding legislation currently before you. 
The basic change to be accomplished by the passage of II. R. 11236 
relates to the matter of fund accountability. 

Under the integrated grant admini tration program, funds from the 
several programs or appropriations are to be accounted for separately. 
In contrast,, H.R. 112:55 provides that fund from the everal programs 
or appropriations are to be accounted for as if derived from one pro-
gram or appropriation. 

Section 8 of H.R. 11236 authorizes the establishment of joint 
management funds for projects financed from more than one Federal 
program or appropriation. Funds approved for a project are advanced. 
from each affected appropriation to the joint fund in a share propor-
tionate to each agency's participation in the project. 

These joint fund may be accounted for as if derived from a single 
Federal assistance program or appropriation. Excess amounts remain-
ing in the joint management fund account may be returned to the 
participating Federal agencies in accordance with a formula mutually 
acceptable to them. 

Section 9(a) permits funds appropriated for training or technical 
as istance in a particular Federal a sistance program to be u ed for 
the same purpose by other Federal a sistance program participating in 
a jointly-funded project, even though no training and technical as-
sistance funds may have been specifically approved for the latter. Thi 
could result in significant amounts of training and technical assistance 
fund being used for purposes beyond those for which they were 
originally authorized and appropriated. 

And finally, you may wish to con ider the extent to which the pro-
visions of the e sections might reduce congressional control over the 
appropriations for individual programs. We think both sections 8 
and 9(a) raise thi issue for the Congress. 

Thi conclude my statement, Mr. Chairman. You may be familiar 
with studies that we have done here in the District of Columbia where 
we try to show the effect of a large number of grant programs as they 
impact on local agencie. here in the Di trict of Columbia. We have 
done thi for the manpower training program, and for the child care 
activitie of the District, and for outpatient health centers in the 
District. We have copies of this, :Mr. Chairman. _._ Ir. Varholy can tn,ke 
them up. 

This demon trates about as graphically a. we think can be demon-
strated the multiplicity of source. of authority an<l ource:s of funds, 
and the obviou problem which this er ates for the local admini. tration 
of the e program.'. That i about as effective a case a. I can think of for 
some grant consolidation. 

Mr. FouNTAL . It looks like a cro . word puzzle. 
[The chart referred to follow:] 

• 
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rr- Mr. STAATS. This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 
I will be very happy to respond to any questions that the subcommittee 
may have. 

:Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you, Mr. Staats. 
We have been advised by the General Services Administration that 

the IGA program is operating on an experimental basis with your ap-
proval under the authority of 31 U.S.C. 686, and that you would be 
reluctant to see the program expanded without new legislation. 

Is that an accurate representation of your views? 
Mr. STAATS. You are referring to the integrated grant administration 

program? 
Mr. FouwrAIN. Yes. 
Mr. STAATS. We have been on record several times, on the point that 

we believe that the issue of congressional control of Federal funds was 
sufficient to warrant going slowly and perhaps demonstrating the 
feasibility of accomplishing what is attempted in the integrated grant 
administration program. I think it is very difficult to quarrel with the 
objective that the IGA is attempting to achieve. 

What is difficult is that you have a variety of sources of funds and 
authority, as this kind of chart well demonstrates. You obviously are 
dealing with many pieces of legislation and many appropriations which 
are under the jurisdiction of various committees of the Congress. How 
you can bring these all together and trace the restrictions which are 
placed in those appropriation acts and in the authorizing acts is 
bothering us. 

We <lo not think that it is possible. We have so.!ne doubt tb to 
whether the Congress would want to enact legislation which would 
simply wash out all of those restrictions. There would be very little 
point in putting in controls and limitations if you had another piece of 
legislation which authorized executive agencies to ignore them. 

So, to the extent that these restrictions are present, we think you 
have to have a separate accounting by program or appropriation for 
a joint management fund. But absent any restrictions in the authoriz-
ing act or appropriation, there is obviously no problem with either. 
This is an important point, and we think it is too early yet to say 
how weU it is going to work out. In other words, under this proposal 
the matter of bringing separate programs together, managing them, 
and so forth, may be more of a problem than it is worth. 

What I am saying is that ,,rn do not think the IGA or this proposal 
is a substitute for trying to take each grant program and simplify the 
requirements and consolidate them where they are so closely related 
that they ought to be merged in a single authorizing act an.cl a single 
appropriation. But as long as we keep our eye on that objective, we 
do not see any particular harm in the IGA, nor do ,ve see it having a 
great potential for solving the problem. You can cut down on the num-
ber of administrative reports on tho progress of the program. Yon can 
provide for a single application instead of several application~. And 
you obviously can force the agencies to take action together, .::.o at a 
given point in time there is a decison of "go" or "no go" on the grant. 

But that is about as far as we see it in u<l<ling up toward a solmion 
to a very difficult problem. 

I am sorry to take so long to answer your question. 
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r .... fr. Fom•TTAIN. It is a very significant an wer. I gues if we bad 
man~- years ago passed the Budget Control Act, which is now pendino-
ancl which hopefully we ~ill pass in a meaningful form, we might ha;'~ 
alre_ady had many of these grants consolidated and might ·wclJ have 
n-v01ded , ome of the ~lifficulties which relate to many programs because 
there are so many different rules and regulations. 11any of them are 
:o closely related, they could have been consolidated an<l administered 
together. 

1Ir. STAATS. We support that legislation as strongly as v:e know 
110,,·. I haYe trstified before Congress four different times and we have 
\\·orked closely with the staffs of the committees, an<l I could not 
agree more with what you have just said. 

1Ir. FouNTAIN. I have not had an occasion to examine the code 
carefully, but I am advised by staff that 31 U.S.C. 686 appears to 
be a rather tenuous basis for this program; bnt, if it is appropriate, 
tmd the substance of the programs is not affected under joint funding, 
-a. ,rn have been told, is it really necessary to have new legislation? • 

1Ir. STAA'IS. We have considered this question ourselves. My 
re~ ponse on that would be that it would help in the sense that it ·would 
gi rn a congressional sanction to what is otherwise entirely s.n executive 
branr-h activity. If it is enacted, we would still believe that changes 
are needed in the language and we would be prepared to ,vork with 
you to give you our advice. 

We would be a little more comfortable if we had more experience 
with the IGA before we went ahead with legislation, although we 
would see no problem with it. The great 3idvantage the legislation 
would have is that it would give congressional sanction to this pro-
gram and, to that extent, might encourage it. There are, I believe, 26 
projects which have been approved now, and I am told that there are 
,about 26 more which are on the drawing boards. That is still a re1a-
tively small number in relationship to the total picture. 

But we would have no problem with the legislation if it were 
amended on the point that I just made. 

:\Ir. FouNTAIN. I hare that concern which you have just expressed. 
And, yet, even if the legislation is not neceRsary, I can appreciate that 
such legislation would anticipate questions which might otherwise be 
raised about the authority to operate in this fashion. 

Thi , would eliminate those questions and at the same time, as you 
sa:r, indicate that congressional policy snpports this approach. 

·1 would like to discuss your suggestions for improving the councils 
but before I do so, 11r. Buchanan, Mr. Steelman, and Mr. Stanton, if 
any of you have to leave and have questions you would like to ask at 
th1s po1.nt, I would be glad to yield. I know that your other com-
mittees are also meeting. Otherwise, I will proceed and yield later. 

[Di~cussion off the record.] 
~Ir. FouNTAIN. Getting back to your di cu. sion of improving the 

councils, you recommended that 0:\1B consider transferring a f0w of 
it;-:: personnel to the field to assist council chairmen and the councils . 

·what, in your opinion, can really be accomplished by such an ex-
periment? 

~lr. STAATS. We feel that there needs to be someone who is nentral, 
or :-,eparate and apart from the operating agencie~, who can act in a 
liai~on capacity, and can bring to the attention at the appropriate 
level in Washington, at the Cabinet le rel or Under Secretary level, the 
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problems that exist in coordination and delays. If a Governor has a 
problem with one of the Federal agencie , the liaison person will know 
about it. 

We doubt whether in the long run any Federal regional head can 
disassociate himself from his own interests and his own responsibilities 
to the point where he can be regarded by the other agencies and by the 
State and local government officials as a completely impartial p"erson. 

Now, I realize that the 0MB send people out to these council meet-
ings, but in my opinion this is not a substitute for having someone 
there, but not in a directing capacity. He should not be in a directing 
role but, as liaison should be the eyes and ears, and report on problems 
and difficulties of administration at that level. 

I recall my own experience, Mr. Chairman, in the Bureau of the 
Budget. For a great number of years we had regional offices in four 
cities-Chicago, Denver, San Francisco, and Dallas-and our people, 
working, you might say, quietly and behind the scenes, were able to 
do a great deal by way of working out these problems. And if they 
,could not work them out they then reported to us, and we could then 
go to the agency and see that the problem got attention. 

A great many times we found that the Washington people were not 
-even aware of the problems in the field. 

Now, I realize that we have something called an Under Secretaries 
group, but the 'e are busy people and they are chaired by a very busy 
person, and it just seems to us that it would be worth experimenting 
with the idea of having a neutral impartial person in the regions who 
could report on problems and who could try to work them out in an 
-effective way. 

Such a person works anonymously and works as a professional. I 
think there is a great deal of good that he can do. I have no quarrel 
with the idea of regional councils. I wonld prefer to call them a coor-
dinating council because that is what I think they are. But they are 
principally a device to exchange information and to discuss common 
problems. But it is not a separate lPvel of government, obviously, and 
should not be tried to be made that. 

We think that until there is such a person of the type that we are 
talking about, councils cannot realize their full potential. 

>.-Ir. FouwrAIN. Would you feel that such an arrangement might 
alter ~he objectivity now provided by the 0::\1B regional repre-
sentatives? 

1\lr. STAATS. Well, I would be willing to sa,y, and could argue, that 
they could be more objective because they would be better informed. 
If a person is there all the time, people wilJ talk with him more freely, 
because they will know him better, than they will to some person who 
comes out just to attend a meeting or to take a field trip. 

~Ir. FouNTAI . You touched upon a point which I think is not only 
essential here, but I think it is essential as it relate to every other 
agency of government, and one which too frequently is completely 
overlooked. Notwithstanding the dedication of personnel at the Fed-
eral level, if the people who make the decisions in W a hington could 
find the time-and somehow I think we must if programs are to be 
administered wisAly, judiciously, and efficiently-to go down to the 
gra.ssroot. and pend at least a short period of time taking inventory 
of some of the need , problems and resource at the local level before 
making deci 'ions, it seems to me they could make them more wisely. 
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Would you agree with that? 
Mr. STAATS. I would agree. This is fundamentally our view also in 

the General Accounting Office. We think it is important to have our 
people out where the operations take place; the bulk of our people are 
located out in our regional offices and suboffices. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. It is so easy to get distorted opinions on the basis 
of what we read. What we read may be basically right, but it is not 
always related to the problems which we have to solve and the programs 
we have to administer. 

Another point I think worth considering is that 0MB has a very 
limited number of people, and has to perform some extremely impor-
tant responsibilities, as you know better than we do. Assuming for the 
moment that the assignment of 0MB personnel to the councils is. 
desirable, what is your opinion as to whether this would represent an 
efficient and high priority u e of 0MB personnel? 

Mr. STAATS. I think it would represent a high priority use. I believe 
the figure this year of Federal assistance to State and local governments 
is around $48 billion. It will be more than that next year. 0MB cur-
rently has no field staff at all. What investigations they perform have 
to be by people in travel status. 

It justs seems to me that ·with the amount of money involved and 
what is at stake in terms of speeding up the operations in terms of 
better utilization of funds and better relationships between Federal, 
State and local government, it would represent a good use of 0MB 
staff. I do not think it needs to be a large staff. We are talking here 
about a staff on the order of 10 to 15 professional people in total. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. It is my understanding that both the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees have consistently opposed sta-
tioning 0MB personnel in the field, as you probably know, and have 
from time to time expressly prohibited this in appropriations acts. 

Now, looking at the picture as a former Budget Bureau official, as. 
well as from your present position, what do you think about this? 
What is your judgment? 

Mr. STAATS. I am aware of the fact that this matter has been brought 
before the Appropriations Committee, I believe, on two different occa-
sions-not recently, but a number of years ago. But the proposal made 
to the Appropriations Committee was to establish field offices, and I 
think the concern, if I understood you correctly, was that this would 
represent a very sizable increase in the staff of 0MB. What we are 
suggesting here are not field offices, but essentially liaison persons. I 
believe there i. a real difference between what we are suggesting and 
what has been turned down. 

Furthermore, I am not snre that the matter received as full consider-
ation as it might have. Speaking personally, I do not think 0MB 
pushed the matter very hard, and I doubt they made the kind of case 
for it that should have been made. 

Mr. FouNTAn. Before I proceed with some questions on the Joint 
Funding Simplification Act, I am going to yield to other members of 
the snbcommit ee. 

Mr. Stanton, do you have any questions at this time? 
... lr. STA.XTO~. No . 
• Ir. Fou.TTAIN. ~lr. Steelman? 
... Ir. STEEL:\TA.·. I would like to re-;erve my time, • fr. Chairman. 
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Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Brown? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would just like to ask one question. 
Has the workload-and this is not particularly applicable to the 

subject matter we are discussing, but I am inquiring about the 
status of the Comptroller General's office-has the workload of the 
General Accounting Office as a result of individual inqu·ries by 
Members of Congress become such that it detracts from the Office's 
continuing effort to monitor programs on a random basis? 

Now, I know that there has been over the last several years a 
rather sharp increase in the number of individual inquiries of the 
Members of Congress. And my question really relates to whether or 
not you are able to follow up on specific grant programs, such as grants 
for higher education, to assure that the grants are being both properly 
spent in a legal sense and not being converted in some way to private 
gain, and secondly, that where they are being properly spent in a legal 
sense, that they are being effectively spent to do the job. 

Given that example, for instance, have you had the opportunity 
to continue to spot check programs to the degree that you would like 
to be able to do that or to the degree that you think would be beneficial 
for us to better evaluate the effectiveness of grant programs? 

Or must we now continue to rely on individual Members of Congress 
saying, hey, we think there is a problem in such-and-such a community 
or such-and-such an institution and you ought to look into it? 

Do you understand my question? 
:M:r. STAATS. Yes; it is a very good question. 
First, with respect to the workload generated by requests from 

the Congress. These come about in three different ways: 
In legislation itself. For example, recently enacted legislation will 

require us to evaluate 50 health maintenance organizations over a 
3-year period. We have just completed a study, costing over $1 million 
of our budget, which involved an analysis and an evaluation of the 
research and development programs in water pollution. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. These are selected by you at random at the 
request of the Congress, saying we want to know how effective those 
programs are? 

Mr. STAATS. No; these were in legislation requesting us to make 
an evaluation, and this is one way that Congress asked us to give it 
some help. 

But these were both examples of a request that originates in the 
statute. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes; but my qtIPstion is, how were the numbers 
and the locations selected? 

Mr. STAATS. Second, we get requests from committee chairmen, 
which by law we must honor, and third, from individual members. 
Now, we honor requests from individual Members if the subject 
concerns their State or their district. By law we are not required to 
honor such requests, but we try to, if we think there is a real problem 
or if the requestor cannot get an answer to his question from the 
agencies. We first try to get them to do that. 

But in total, all three of thebe types of requests add up to about 25 
percent, or one-fourth, of our profe sional staff effort. It has been 
running 25 percent now for about 2}~ years. 

Previous to that, it had increased quite sharply·. At the time I took 
this office in 1966 up until that time, it grew about 400 percent, or 

33--150-74-12 
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four times. But for the last 2% years, and we review this monthly, it 
has been holding at just about 25 percent of our total effort. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Now, I am not sure I understand. 
Twenty-five percent of your total effort-you mean the requests or 

the requests that you grant? 
11r. STAATS. The requests we report on. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. From individual members? 
Mr. STAATS. No, all three types. 
:rvir. BROWN of Ohio. I beg your pardon? 
Mr. STAATS. Requests from individual members, committee chair-

men, and requests that originate in legislation. 
K ow, with respect to the requests that we honor from individual 

Members of Congress, House and Senate, these represent the least 
amount of burden on us at the present time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. By your decision or by the decline in individual 
requests? 

Mr. STAATS. We try to negotiate these requests and try to get 
them to go to the agencies if we can. Sometimes they have already 
been there and they are not happy with what they learned. They 
want somebody, an independent, to take a look at model eities, for 
example, or at the operation of the Postal Service. We looked at the 
mail service at the request of all the Members of Congress from 
Texas and, on another occasion, at the request of the Members from 
Florida. 

In this type of situation, we have the confidence to go in there and 
take a look at operations in a limited number of locations. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Now, it recently took me an awful long time 
to get an answer out of your agency about a personal request I had 
about expenditures for Presidential properties. And I think the 
answer was-I mean, the response to my letter was something like 3 
months in coming. 

Mr. STAATS. vVe had about 50 such requests, including requests 
from the Chairmen of the Senate Government Operations Committee 
and a subcommittee of the House Government Operations Committee. 
What we felt we had to do in that case was, instead of making separate 
studies for every single Member, make an overall study which we 
released and made available to the Congress as a whole. 

~Ir. BROWN of Ohio. I think that was lovely, and I would have made 
that decision, too, I think under the circumstances, except I would have 
answered the letter a little more quickly, but then I have to run every 
2 years and you do not. 

1Ir. STAATS. Well, we recently changed our procedure, so you will 
get a more prompt response, I am sure. 

1fr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, that is really an aside. That is not 
addressed to my question . 

. dr. STAATS. But I would like to answer the other part of Congress-
man Brown's question as to whether or not we feel that we are ad-
equately reviewing the grant programs. 

Obviously, we could always do more, but we are, we believe, doing 
about as much as we think is needed. We are asking for a mall increase 
in our staff for next year, but, hopefully, we can strengthen the auditing 
in the agencies. I have met with ecretary Weinberger, for example, 
and they are increa. ing their auditing effort. We are trying to strength-
en the auditing done in the States themselves, so that we can rely more 
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on their audit effort. We do not think it i' ever going; to be po~~ible, or 
~·honld be nece~ ary, f Jf the GAO to have n. large enough taff to do 
the totnl job, but we will be incren,:-,ing our effort in this field next year. 

::\Ir. BRow. of Ohio. Tow, let me tell you why I a. ked the question, 
and I cite thi, ns a practical matter of politic and congre sional 
public service. Given the grant-in-aid program. as they operate 
"C:1tegorically, the necessity for an individual iwtitution or community 
to prep:ire a request as the re::,ult of a Federal program being available, 
:the proces' work~ something like this. 

The institution knows more abont what is available for their par-
ticular interests than a ::\Iember of ongrc .. , in particular if it is not 
in hi':> area of specialty in conO're:-.sional senTice. So the in titution 
make, the inquiry n.bout the particular grant-in-aid program. It 
rnnke~ it""' application; it . ends a copy to the 1Iember of Congress. 
The Ie.nher of Congre::;::; may or may not get deeply involved in 
that application. 

Let u ay the grant is given and the in. titution ha , then, its 
relationship with omebody in the e. ecutive branch of Government 
in that member's constituency. And then omcbody calls up a :Member 
of Congres , or top in to ee him, and conduct a conver ation, 
1,ugely in whispers, to the extent that, did you know that under uch 
and such a program there ha been an awful lot of money converted 
to private use, and, incidentally, that program i supposed to ,;rnrk 
for the benefit of the e people, and tho. e people are not benefiting at 
all. The real people that are benefiting are omebody el 'e; I am not 
going to give you the name and place: and location , except that the 
:\!ember of Congre .. ', having either participated in the effort to get 
that program for his community or in titution, may find that a rather 
hot potato. 

So he ju t Stl)'S, well, you know, if you want to write it down for 
money, why, I will hn.ve it looked into by some authority. 

And the guy sa. '·, not me, I am working there. If I ·queal on this 
operation, why, my job is in jeopardy, and I do not want that to 
happen. Yon are the Congres man;. 'OU look into it. 

And the Congre. sman may react in about the same way and say, 
now, "rnit a minute, if I get into that, maybe m)· job is in jeopardy, 
becau. e I do not want to get half of the people mad at me, and I nre 
clo not want to get ·omebo<ly mad at me if thi' i just some crackpot 
tf'lling me because he doe not like the pre~ident of the college or the 
ma;rnr that the thing i being corrupt y handled. 

~~ow, the .1.1cmber of Congress, ther fore, may be rehwtant to turn 
to the GAO and sny, please conduct nn independent audit. And more 
than tl1 at, if the GAO doe::, conduct an independent n11dit and a · ·, 
,nll, the only ren on we are in here i' bccaus Congres. n an so-and-. o 
ht · :-ome que. tion about your operation of thi Federnl O'rant, a 
ton~iderable problem ha been created. 

If you hnd confidence thnt there wn a random electio of the place 
thut could be-plare, and program in uch a way that you wne 
chc1·king on ull pro~rums, so that when . ·ou turned up something, the 
prople in your organization ,rnuld be alert enough to the prob1em 
that they would go into it mul examine all of the loeution of that 
lJttrti ulnr pro~rnm to ·ee whether or not it is ju t a bad rro2:rrm, or 
1 c·au-c it i~ that bnd in titution I think all of u would feel a lot 
better. 
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Now, you can comment on that if you will, please. 
Mr. STAATS. Yes, I would like to. 
First of all, on a congressional request, we do not identify the 

originator of the request unless he wants it to be on that ha. is. ,._fore-
over, it is not even necessary to have it done on the basis of, or e-v-en 
known as, an anonymous request from a Member of Congre s, because 
ometimes that identifies itself. Any time a .1ember has a problem 

or thinks that tlH.'r<' is a problem with a program, we are quite willing 
to receive that and, on our mrn., go in and review the program. 

Now, secondly, we try to select locationc:; in a program on a random 
sample basi . We very seldom limit our elves to just one institution, 
because, for one thing, it will be ch:illcnged as to whether it is a typical 
type of situation. What we would rather do is to go into several 
locations. In the study we made on regional councils, for example, 
we went into four different locations: Atlanta, Chicago, Boston, 
and Seattle. We were trying to get a cross section. We did not think 
it nece sary for us to look at all 10 of them, but we felt we could, 
on the basis of ome 70 intervie vs in those 4 regions, draw some 
valid conclusions about it. But this is our customary practice, to try 
to go into a number of location .'o that we are sure we are getting 
a good picture. 

Any time there is a problem indicated from any source with respect 
to Federal operations, we try to work it into our program. This may 
come about as a result of newspaper comment; it may come to us in 
the form of a letter from some official or some concerned citizen; 
or it may come about as a result of one of t1 r m('mb('x;-; of ·1 • staff 
visiting with the staff of the committee. We have a VHTiety of ways 
in which we can identify pro bl ems. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Now, you touch on something that I think is 
. ignificant, and that is the individual citizen's concern and his ability 
to go to the GAO and say, I would like to have you look into this 
ins ti tu tion. 

Correct? 
Mr. STAATS. Yes, he can do that. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Do you encourage that? 
Mr. STAATS. Yes. In all the pecches I make around the countrv, 

I tell people that we are happy to have their vie,\ if a Federal opera-
tion or if Federal money is involved. If there are problems, we would 
like to hear about them. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Now, I would encourage you to encourage 
that, individual citizens. I would encourage yon to encourage the 
Congressmen, when thry think that the program in their area is not 
operating effectively, or may be operating in a corrupt fashion. And 
I would third, and more specifically, encourage you as an in. titution, 
the GAO, to be sure that you still pre. erve thi, random selection, 
and not just when it is mandated in thr la\ T b1 tin ull Federal program.~ , 
becau ewe haYe had some examples, n, we arc all too painfully aware, 
of . ituations where Federal funds going into State coutrnct::; got 
com erted for priv~1te use and so forth. 

It. eeins to me that we could better afford to look into ~·ome of tho c 
things, to pick them up, and let the Fcdern1 Go ·rnrn1ent he clcnning 
up some of thec:;e problems, rather tl an the 1o<'al proo..:ecn tor, and 
perhaps presen·c the integrity of the Fee "ml in--tit1 tion. 
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Mr. STAATS. I very much appreciate what you haYe suid, because 
it encourages me to co 1tinue in the direction I have been moving. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Thank you, Mr. taats. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Before proceeding with questions on the Joint 

Funding Simplification Act, I might ay, for the benefit of :Mr. Brown 
and all of u ', that the subcommittee staff also investigate complaint::; 
and other problem brought to their attention by :\lembers of Con-
gress and the public. 

Members of Congre:s frequently contact us and the ubcommittee 
staff, by following up with the agencies, is able to get, answer. to 
question. an<l frequently olutions to problem . And private citizens 
come to us ulso. A a mattei· of fact, a con. iclerable amount of the 
staff':::; time is con:-;nmetl in that wu,y. However, the e sential activity 
can be burdensome when we are trying to gPt up a report or are in-
volved in other pre . ing matter" and the staff ha to spend time in this 
very proce::;s. But I think it is valuable that we not only do it here in 
the Congre s, but that the GAO, an urm of the Congress, does the 
same thing. 

:\1r. STAATS. I might ay, Mr. Clrn.irman, and it is apropo. also to 
what ~Ir. Brown has been saying, that regarding the 26 integrated 
grant administration projects that have been in some stage or another 
of operation, we are goincr in now on a random sample basis to take a 
look at tl em. We are going to make a rPport to the Congre s on what 
we find. Particuh1rly since this is a new program and somewhat 
experimental, and because it ha. ome problems, we think that we 
. hould go in and take u crof- section and make a study of them . 

.1 fr . .._FouNTAIN. vVhen do you contemplate completing your 
review of IGA? 

Mr. STAATS. :\fr. Hair could answer that better than I. 
Mr. HAIR. I would say probably 6 months. 
~fr. BRO-WN of Ohio. 11r. Chairman, I wonder if I could make a 

request here? 
I do not want to burden the agency, becau e I would rather have 

you doing your job tl11111 spending all your time preparing reports and 
so forth, but if thi i not too great a burden, I would appreciate that 
honest respon c. 

But, in view of the te timony and the nature of the question, I 
would like to inquire if you have a readily available breakdown _of_ the 
types of audits made, ay, over a year or a couple of years, chvided 
up by the random sample method, initiated by the agency without 
other stimulation, mandated by congressional legislation tudies, the 
committee requests, perhap identified only by committee, in respon e 
to their oversight re. pon::-iibilities, and I a. ,ume that would also 
include the chairmen, the chairmen acting for the commit te<'s, and 
~he ir~diviclnal reque. t by 11embcrs of Congress or other citizen , and 
1dentif y them on that basi . 

Now, would that be too much of a burden? 
Mr. STAATS. I think we can get you that for at least 2 year , maybe 

longer. It depend . We started breaking this information down into 
these three elements about 2 years ago. But, in any event, we will go 
back as far as we can. 

Would you be intere ted just in the grant assistance program area, 
or more broadly? 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Well, in view of the fact that that is the sub-
ject for our discussion, the Federal grant-in-aid programs, you know, 
both categorical and block grants and so forth. I think that is the 
area. I do not have in mind Government contracts. That seems to me 
another area. If you have it, I would be happy to have any sort of 
summary of what you are doing, but, again, I do not want to burden 
you. I am more particularly interested in the grant programs, whid1 is 
the subject for the subcommittee's sessions currently. And then if you 
have another recommendation as to category, I would be happy to 
have that comment. But I am particularly interested in those cate-
gories which I have listed and some indication of what the grant 
program is that was the subject for the discussion-I am sorry; ·the 
subject for the examination, because I want to see both whether-
quite frankly, whether you are responding more to committees, to 
mandates under the law, to random samples, to individual reque ts, 
and whether you are, say, looking into educational grant program", 
minority, medical grants, that sort of thing, because I think that 
would be helpful for us to offer you whatever guidance and wisdom we 
might have on this subject. 

Mr. STAATS. We can get it for you for at least the last 2 years 
without much trouble. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The information requested follows:] 
The following charts show the total number of General Accounting Office 

reports issued on audits of Civil Departments and independent ap;cncie:- and of 
that number, those reports relating specifically to audits of Federal dome~tic 
as. istance programs. Totals are categorized by the number of audits undNtaken 
at the discretion of the General Accounting Office and those undertaken pursuant 
to requests by committees, subcommittees and Members of Congress or statutory 
requirement. 

Reports Reports requested 
self-generated 

Commit-
To tees and lndi-

Fiscal year 1973 
To the Agency subcom- victual 

Total Congress officials mittees members Statutory 

Reports relating to civil departments and independ-ent agencies _________________________________ _ 467 91 136 121 118 =================== Number of reports relating to Federal domestic assistance programs __________________________ _ 174 38 36 54 45 =================== Department of Agriculture _______________________ _ 13 4 4 2 ----------Department of the Army, Corp of Engineers _______ _ 
Department of Commerce ______________________ _ _ 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare _____ _ 

4 ------------------------------ 4 ----------
9 2 4 3 --------------------47 12 6 14 14 1 

Department of Housing and Urban Development. __ _ 24 6 9 3 6 ----------Department of the Interior ______________________ _ 
Department of Justice ___________________________ _ 
Department of Labor ___________________________ _ 
Department of Transportation. _________ _____ ___ _ _ 

9 1 1 4 3 ----------
12 2 2 2 6 ----------
15 2 5 5 3 ----------
3 ---------- 1 ---------- 2 ----------Atomic Energy Commission ______________________ _ 

District of Columbia Government_ ________________ _ 1 -------------------- 1 --------------------
5 1 ------ ---- 4 --------------------En~ironmental Protection Agency ________________ _ 

General Services Administration _________________ _ 6 2 1 2 1 -- --------
1 ------------------------------ 1 ----------National Science Foundation __ __ ____ ____ ______ ___ _ 2 1 -------------------- 1 ----------Office of Economic Opportunity ___ ______ _________ _ 

Small Business Administration ___________________ _ 16 4 ---------- 12 --------------------
1 ---------- 1 ------------------------------Veterans' Administration ________________________ _ 3 1 2 ------------------------------Other _________________________________________ _ 3 -------------------- 1 2 ----------

• 
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Reports 
self-generated 

Reports requested 

Commit-
To tees and lndi-

Fiscal year 1972 
To the agency subcom- vidual 

Total Congress officials mittees members Statutory 

Reports relating to civil departments and i ndepend-ent agencies _________________________________ _ 484 101 181 77 125 ----------================== Number of reports relating to Federal domestic as-sistance programs ____________________________ _ 189 48 43 34 64 ----------================== Department of Agriculture _______________________ _ 
Department of Commerce ____ __________________ _ 14 6 4 1 3 ----------

5 2 -------------------- 3 ----------Department of Health, Education, and Welfare _____ _ 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. __ _ 
Department of the Interior ______________________ _ 

52 15 6 20 11 ----------
25 3 10 1 11 ----------

7 3 4 ------------------------------Department of Justice ______ ____________________ _ 6 1 2 ---------- 3 ----------Department of Labor __________________ ________ _ 24 6 6 7 5 ----------Department of Transportation _____________ ___ ___ _ 12 1 4 3 4 ----------District of Columbia Government__ _______________ _ 4 -------- -- 1 1 2 ----------Environmental Protection Agency ________________ _ 
National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities ___ _ 4 2 -------------------- 2 ----------

2 ---------- 1 ---------- 1 ----------National Science Foundation ____ ____ ___________ __ _ 2 -------------------- 1 1 ----------Office of Economic Opportunity __________________ _ 28 7 3 ---------- 18 ----------Veterans' Administration ________________________ _ 2 2 -------------------------------- -------Other _________________________________________ _ 2 ---------- 2 ------------------------------

Mr. FouNTAIN. I want to ask some questions on the ,Joint Funding · 
Simplification Act at this time. Because we value your judgment very 
highly, Mr. Staats, I would appreciate your very candid views on a 
number of points. 

The processin~ of joint projects through the IGA program appears 
to be an exception to the normal way of administering grants, and 
I imagine the use of this approach could be an exception for a long 
time to come, even with enabling legislation. 

Now, H.R. 11236 provides that potential applicants may include 
State and local governments "and other public or private organiza-
tions and agencies." This provision, apparently, would allow virtually 
everyone, except private citizens, to apply for jointly funded projects. 

If joint funding is beneficial, but the benefits can only be made 
available to a limited number of applicants, do you think it would be 
de irable for the Congress to be more restrictive and specific with 
respect to eligibility? 

What is your opinion on that? 
Mr. STAATS. May I ask Mr. Hair or Mr. Varholy to comment on 

that? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes. 
Mr. HAIR. The only limitation I can find in the bill is that it doe. 

relate in one section to State and local problems. We were concerned 
about the language that you talked about and did look at it. It is 
limited to that extent. How broadly the agencies would identify 
programs eligible for this treatment and, as authorized in the act--

Mr. FouNTAIN. It says applicants may include "other public or 
private organizations and agencies." 

Mr. HAIR. It seems to relate back, as I read it, to State and local 
programs. The language is not as clear, I think, as it might be. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Do you think it would be desirable, by clear-cut 
language, to make the benefits of the legislation available only to 
States and their political subdivi ions? 
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Mr. HAIR. To the extent that that actually represents a concern 
that they may be getting into more than they can handle, I can see 
no problem with limiting the benefits. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Would you agree with that? 
Mr. VARHOLY. I would, sir, because a very real problem is-as 

representatives of GSA expressed before-the amount of time and 
effort that these projects require. The capability, from a staff stand-
point, is limited. There is just a limited number of IGA's that can 
be conducted at any given point in time. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In the same vein, I think it shou]d be observed that 
the legislation, as presently drafted, does not contain criteria or mini-
mum standards which applicants haYe to meet in order to be accepted 
for jointly funded projects. 

What is your opinion as to whether or not it would be desirable to 
incorporate some criteria in the bi11? 

For example, should the lead agency be required to certify that an 
applicant's financial management control system is satisfactory to 
protect the Federal interest in the propo ed project? 

Mr. VARHOLY. That makes an excellent criterion. As a matter of 
fact, this is used in some programs where, prior to the award of a grant 
or con tract--

Mr. FouNTAIN. Will you pull the microphone just a little closer to 
you? 

Mr. VARHOLY. One of the things that is clone quite frequently in the 
private sector is a preaward audit of the financial capability of, let us 
say, contractors or private institutions, and this is a criterion that 
could be applied very well to State and local governments. 

Once the determination has been made that their financial manage-
ment system is sufficiently strong and will retain fund accountability, 
then documentation can be kept on record and if they apply again, you 
know that they meet your standards. So that is a good criterion and 
would be very acceptable. 

Mr. HAIR. There is a problem that I can see here, if I understand 
the question correctly. It would seem to me that there is little dif-
ference in the management capability requirement on the local gov-
ernment, if he is filing for assistance under this program, as opposed 
to the individual programs, that he would apply for "-ithout this 
program. 

In other words, if you wanted that kind of requirement of capability 
at the local level, it would seem to me that it would have to apply 
whether or not you were talking about joint funding. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Are there any other criteria or standards you might 
have in mind that might be included in the legislation? 

Mr. STAATS. May we consider that, Mr. Chairman, further? 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Yes; I wish you would. 
Mr. STAATS. We will be happy to furnish you ,,ith our thoughts on 

that. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I think it would be helpful if you ·would give the 

subcommittee the benefit of your thinking, because apparently there 
are no criteria on minimum standards, unless we go back to the in-
dividual acts to find something to pull together. 

Would you give us your views, al. o, on the desirability of the au-
thority contained in section 6(b), which is .found on page 6, line 19? 
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I would like to have the benefit of your thinking as to whether or 
not you see merit in permitting agency heads to provide for the review 
of proposals by single committee or panel in lieu of the form of review 
specified by law. 

Mr. STAATS. Again, I would like my colleagues here to comment, 
but my reaction would be that, if the programs are for the same basic 
end objective, this would make good sense provided that they have 
the same kind of representation on them that the statute would re-
quire for the individual program. In other words, you would need a 
panel which is at least as broad as the kind of panel which may be 
specified in the law. 

I think it comes back again to the point we were making earlier, 
that if you have a condition which is attached to a single grant, then 
that condition ought to flow through, unless the Congress specifically-
and it would specifically in this case-authorizes a common panel. 
But it would seem to me, if I were in your place, I would want to 
make sure that this panel was as broad as the specifications that have 
been written into the substantive legislation, rather than just leaving 
it open to the discretion of the regional staff. 

Mr. VARHOLY. Sir, we have found an instance in one of our reviews of 
IGA programs as part of our council review where a situation of this 
sort came to light. I believe there was feeling on the part of the ad-
ministration that some provision of this nature is needed. We saw 
in one case where in the Atlanta area they were going to package six 
or seven programs together for planning purposes under an IGA; 
three of those programs which were administered on a centralized 
basis in Washington. Out of those three programs, two required ad-
visory committee reviews by administrative regulation. The advisory 
committees met only quarterly, and their quarters did not coincide. 
They felt the only feasible way to get the IGA program pulled to-
gether and be timely was to simply delete those three individual 
projects. So I can see that there is some basis for this provision from 
a timing standpoint. The timing of IGA's is relatively critical. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. In the Atlanta situation that you cited, I under-
stood you to say the review was required only by administrative 
regulation. 

If that is the case, the Secretary of the Department involved, 
presumably without any statutory authorization, could change the 
regulation to permit a similar review in the field. We are concerned 
about the situation where the statute itself provides, as it does, for 
example, with respect to health research grants, that they cannot be 
awarded without the prior approval of an advisory council. 

Obviously, a serious question would be raised if this bill were to be 
passed with the proposed provision which might have the effect of 
negating the existing requirement that an advisory council make an 
affirmative recommendation before a grant could be awarded. The 
purpose apparently intended by the Congres~ in requiring advisory 
council review was to ascertain that there would be peer rcyjew 
to maintain the quality and the competition of the grants that were to 
be awarded. 

Now, I recognize that to this point, there has been no decentraliza-
tion of the health research programs to the field. But thi could relate 
to some of the mental health grants which are being decentralized 
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an<l are also ubject to council review, so I think it doe po ea practical 
problem. 

::\fr. Fou~ TAIN. One other reservation. On the negative side, 
permitting agency heads to provide for review proposals by aying 
they may have a panel in lieu of the form specified by law could give 
the applicant preferential treatment and might lead to the support of 
]<?wer-quality projects when the ame standards are not applied in a 
given program. 

Would you .'peak to that? 
Ir. HAIR. I am not ure I follow the point. 
Ir. FouNTAIN. The question I had asked was whether you snw 

merit in permitting agency heads to provide for the review of proposnls 
by a single committee or panel in lieu of the form of review specified 
by fow, and you responded to that. 

Then I said one of the other reservation on the negative side might 
be that it could give the applicant preferential treatment and lead to 
the. upport of lower quality projects when the same standards are not 
applied in a given program. 

Ir. STAATS. I think I would go back to the statement that I made a 
minnte ago. There should be somf' condition specified in this provision, 
if it b to be retained, which would as nre that, when Congress for any 
one of these grants had decided that a peer review or advi'lory panel of 
the ~pecified nature should be e tablished, the original requirement 
would not be altered. 

::\Ir. Fou~ TALT. In your statement you commented on section 8, 
whfrh would permit unused amount rPmaining in the joint manage-
ment fund to be returned to the participating Federal agencies in 
accordance with a formula mutually acceptable to them. Since this 
fornmla could differ from the proportionate amount which were origi-
nnll.v contributed by t1gencies to the management fund, and actu Uy 
used for program purposes, what is your opinion as to whether or not 
this could op0rate to di.-itort or negat0 legislative objectives? 

~Ir. TAATS. Mr. Chairman, I have previously testified on this 
point, and I think \Ye have . ubmitted in writing our views to the 
effect that we think that any unob1igated balances should similarly be 
apportioned in a proportional share. In other words, instead of leaving 
the discretion entirely to th0 administrative side, I think otherwise the 
Appropriations Committees would not, could not, be a sured that the 
integrity of the appropriations had bern maintained. 

:\fr. HAIR. Mr. Chairman, you might be interested in, if you have 
not . een it, the Senate report on this bill. There is this language, 
specifically: 

Tn rnrking out a mutually accC'ptahlc form11la for the return of any unspent 
fund,- remaining in joint management fund,-, ngenc:v hends are c.·pected not to 
alter in any ,vay the proportions received under any one Fedcrnl program or 
npproprintion . 

. fr. Fou TTArn. What is ... our opinion, Mr. Staats, as to whether the 
re triction Olwht to be in the law rather tl an in the report? 

. Ir. STAATS. What should be in the law? 
:\fr. FouNTAIN. The restriction to which Mr. Hair was referring. 
:\fr. STAAT, . Section 8? 
:\Ir. Fou TTAL . Ye . 
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11r. STAATS. I think we would favor something of the type in the 
Senate bill. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. As I understand it, the Senate bill itself does not 
~ontain any language to deal with this problem. 

Mr. HAIR. It is only in the report, sir. 
Dr. GOLDBERG. And I think what the chairman--

. Mr. STAATS. I beg your pardon, and I am in error. I would favor 
having it in the law. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In other words, it would appear that section 8 in its 
present form might, in effect, permit money appropriated for one 
purpose to be used for a different purpose? 

Mr. STAATS. That is correct. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. You also commented in your statement on section 

9(a), and I think that section has raised the same question in my mind 
that wa.s raised in yours. It appears to me that one of the basic prob-
lems we face with the joint funding concept is this. If jointly funded 
projects are to be encouraged, the agencies will have to reserve funds 
for . uch projects. Otherwise, there is no assurance that money would 
be available when neecled. 

On the other hand, if funds are held in reserve, and the appropria-
tion is insufficient for all applicants, as is usually the case, the regular 
~rant applications would seem to be at a disadvantage, and the 
authority could be misused. 

Do you have any views on how to resolve this dilemma? 
?\Ir. HAIR. Yes, sir. I think the idea of obligating your reserves 

makf's good management sense from any agency's point of view. But 
we recognize the import of your question, and certainly regarding the 
procedures under which those obligations are made and terminated, 
one would fee] more comfortable if they were spelled out; perhaps 
quarterly, this sort of thing. 

Ur. FOUNTAIN. If you have any suggested language along those 
lines, we would certainly be glad to have it. 

:\1r. STAATS. We discussed this yesterday, and I think we can 
develop some language for you, Mr. Chairman, if you would like. 

:\Ir. FouNTAIN. We would ]ike to have it for consideration. Mr. 
Steelman? 

Mr. STEELMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
:\fr. Staats, let me preface my question by saying that this admin-

istration, probably more so than any other, is a management by 
objective administration, and I think that was the whole rationale 
behind the creation of the Office of Management and Budget-to 
bring these two forces together, management and budget, to try to 
bring some order out of ·the chaos that had developed because of 
categorical grants and overlap that had developed over the last 
several years. 

-'-~ow in these hearings we are trying to get at the essence of the 
"-'- ... ew Federalism," both philosophicaJly and to find specifically what 
mean of implementation there are. And we have talked about Federal 
regional councils, and the integrated grant administration, and so 
forth over the last 2 or 3 days. Can you tell me, based upon yonr experi-
ence, what is the "New Federalism" as you understand it; and 
~erondly, where does the bm~k stop in the executive branch with 
regard to imp]ementation of the "New Federalism?" 
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Mr. STAATS. Well, I am not sure that I can giYe you an explicit 
answer as to what is the New Federalism. Like so many other things, 
terms are used to describe a concept which in some cases means 
different things to different people. This is true throughout our history, 
but in general, the objective, as I underRtand it, of the term "New 
Federalism," is to de]egate more and assign more responsibility to 
State and local governments and get it out into the field, rather than 
having everything decided here. One of the rea ons that we cite this 
de]egation in our statement here this morning is to say that it really 
has not gone very far in terms of any new delegation. 

Now, the concept of the joint funding, or the integrated grant 
administration program, consolidation of grants, should take place 
probably, in any event, aside from any concept of federali~m. Our 
grant programs have accumulated over a number of years, particu-
larly since the middle of the 1960's, and there has not really been a 
comprehensive review of these program.:; from the :standpoint of 
whether they can be integrated, the number reduced, or the require-
ments simplified. So, to the extent that m~T under~tanding is correct 
of what the New Federalism is, it is largely a matter of emphasis 
rather than of kind. 

I think that every administration from the 19:3o's on has talked in 
terms of giving more responsibility to the field, and more dele~ation. 
I personally felt that the establishment of the 10 regional centers 
with common regional boundaries was a good step. Thi~ hu,. been 
worked on by several administrations, but I felt that this was a very 
important, useful step, by way of making it possible for the agencies 
to coordinate their efforts better in the field, and therefore open the 
door for further--

Mr. STEELMAN. What year were the 10 regions con-olidated and 
standardized? 

Mr. STAATS. 1968, I believe. I guess the_,- did not actually come into 
being until 1970. 

Mr. STEELMAN. So, consolidation of the regions-that i · one com-
ponent part of this New Federalism? 

Mr. STAATS. I see it that way, yes. 
Mr. STEELMAN. All rio·ht, go ahead. 
Mr. STAATS. All right. So where the buck stop::, to nrnke sure the 

program is implemented-- . 
Mr. STEELMAN. Before we move on to that, the 10 reg10ns-we 

have consolidated the regions. We have the regional coun<'il-;, which are 
directly tied to the 10 regions. We have the IGA program. What arc 
the other component parts, as far as management technique are 
concerned? 

Mr. STAATS. In terms of the executive bnmch propo:·mls, pan of 
this is special revenue sharing. 

11r. STEELMAN. Both general and special, or just perinl'? 
:Mr. STAATS. Both general and special, but general revenue sh,tring 

is already on the statute books. Special revenue sharing ha· not pro-
gressed very far. 

11r. STEEL.IAN. Are there any other ::;pecific co11111onenb'? 
Mr. STAATS. I would like to comment, .. Ir. Steelman, that we on 

our own, as part of the legislative branch have, as a re::;ult of the 
sugge::,tio s of the Government Operations Committee back about 
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1967, had n mnjor program designed to make it possible to rely more 
heavil~· upon , ' tnte nnd locnl government audit, and upon the audit 
made by public n<·cotmting firms. What we are doing here is to develop 
standard:-; u.- to what we con~ider to be an adequate audit. 

Now, t.hi · n<·livity i~ ndvi:-;ory, as far as we are concerned, but the 
American Jn ·titnte of Certified Public Accountams lrns essentiallv 
adoptecl our ::-tandnrds. We have established an intergovernmental 
audit forum which i: nrnde up of local, State and Federal people. 

Through the 'i·dl Service Commission, we are sponsoring and hold-
ing training proQ"rmn~. "\Ve ure developing a model State law for audit. 
All of thi hns u ,·entnd objective of putting more of the re pon ibility 
back on 'tnte mid locnl g·overnments for adequate auditing and 
aceounting for 1,rog1 nms. 

·we 8ee this t\s being parnllel to, alt.hough technically not perhaps 
a part. of, the .... · cw Federali ·m. 

1 Ir. ' TEEL.IA ... •. OK, go ,lhead m1<l proceed with the second part of 
the que:tion . 

.1. fr. STAAT •. The :-;econd part of the que tion is where the re pon_i-
bility is. We think it i · essentially in the 0MB. We think it has to be 
there. Obviou~ly the ngentie. have to play a part in it. There is the 
Under 'ecretarics group; as we ay in our statement, we do not think 
the group hn , been ,1ctive enough. "\Ve do not think it has given 
explicit enough direction to this effort. And we think it need to be 
strengthened. 

But the mechani m is there in the 0MB and in the Under Secre-
tarie. group to rnnke certain that within the limits of the tatute~ 
that thi concept i carried out. 

l\Ir. 'TEEL:\1A ' . All right. We have talked about the decentralization 
at the re~iorn l }eyel. .... • ow, on its face, there appears to have been a 
great deal of con~olidution at the Washington level. 

What, lrn, been the change in the relation hip of the Cabinet-level 
agencies, ::-in<·e you were in the Budget Bureau? That is, were they 
more independent during your time, of the White Hou ·e than they 
are today? 

Mr .. TAAT ·. ;vere thev \\-hat? 
.... Ir. ' TEEL!\iA.~ . \Yere ~they more independent of the White Hou e 

and of the Budget Bureau? 
Mr . .'TA.H . Than the 011B? 
Mr. :'TEEL\iA .·. Ye~ . 
.... .fr. , ' TAAT . I have been out of the Budget Bureau ince 1966, but 

I can give you my impre::-ision. It i that the Budget Bureau wu .• ome-
what more independent than the 0~1B. And the reason I ay that is 
that 1 Ir . .A_...;h \·enrs t\\·o hat ~. He ,rnur · a ·white Hou e hat, and he 
wear' an 0. IB lu t. 

Thi is · m, tter of per;:;01rnl preference, I suppo e. I do not like that 
arrangement. It --ee111 to me it i · better for the Budget Director to 
have that dearn1t re::-pon:--ibility nnd spend full time in curr;ving out 
hi mamurc1.1 •n arnl hi ~ budgetnry advi. ory rcs_pon. ihilitie . 

.... lr . .'TEEL.iA • . jJl right. Do von think the O~IB ha~ a tighter 
rein on the Cabinet-le';el agcnciC's· and their budget and m,mngeincnt 
functions than the Bureau did when yon were there'? And if so, L it 
more de~in bl ? 

.... Ir. ,'TAAT ·. I, frankly. do not think that there i · nny c-.,:--ential 
difference. I do not :::en:--/\ any difference. 
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Mr. STEELl\IAN. When you were there, did you have to sign off on 
agency testimony? On all agency budget requests? And have to approve 
any agency recommendations to the Congress the way the 0MB doe, 
today? 

Mr. STAATS. Yes. That procedure is essentially the same as it wac;: 
then. That procedure \V"aS started in about 1940-well, it was right 
after the war, about 1945, 1946. 

And it was formalized in 1947, but the basic procedures and the 
instructions are the same as they were over that long period of time. 

The reason that this procedure was adopted, l\fr. Steelman, i-.: 
that when the budget was put together or prepared, there was 110 
way to relate the proposed legislation to what was in the budget. 
The President's budget really did not mean all that it should because 
there was all this legislation being proposed that he had not taken 
into account when he submitted his budget. And there had been no 
procedure to submit proposed legi~Jation to the Budget Bureau prior 
to that time. 

I think it is absolutely necessary if the budget is to be a complete 
budget, to have propo3ed legislation in it. Now what is involved here_. 
over and above the money, is a question of having the executive branch 
speak with a common voice. If two agencies have related programs-
say the Agriculture Department and the Interior Department-
it is important to be sure that the executive branch is not saying one 
thing through one agency and another thing through another agency. 

I want to hasten to add, here, that in the time when I was involved 
there was never any intent or effort to censure the n,gencies insofar a-; 
what they told the committees of Congress. But the distinction ,..,-e 
were trying to make was, here is the official po, ition of the executi-ve 
branch, but if the agencies wanted to tell the committee, well, here i::-
what we felt should have been done, they were free to do that. 

And I cannot really comment on how it has been handled since I 
left the Budget, but that was the policy we had. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Well what is the major qualitative difference 
between the 0MB as it exists today, and as it existed under you and 
other Budget Directors? 

Mr. STAATS. I will have to be very honest with you about this. 
I believe this is more semantics than anything else. The Budget 
Bureau had a major management and organization responsibility 
and in my opinion, just as strong a:s it is today. 

I have no problem, if they want to change the name of it, but I 
really cannot see any real change insofar as leadership in the manage-
ment or~anization area. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Well, the impression I had, and I think it is an 
impression shared by many Members of Congress, is that the N e,v 
Federalism involved decentralization at the regional level, at the 
local level, and con. olidation at the Washington level. That is, the 
0MB getting a real tight rein on all the agencies, and being sure that 
the buck stopped there, at the 0MB. And that all power to the re-
gions-regarding money and management flowed out of the O fB; 
it did not flow out of the Interior Department or out of the Health, 
Education, and Welfare Department. Is that a mi. impression? 

Mr. STAAT . Well, as long as I am speaking to this point, I feel 
that a mistake wn,s made in placing some of the responsibilities outside 
of 0MB in the General Services Admini tration. 
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Now obviously that decision has been made and I certainly cannot 
do more than to express a concern that when you divide the respon-
sibility between two central agencies, the chance of having real 
lea'dership is diminished. 

I would have preferred to have seen that responsibility kept in the 
0MB. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Which responsibility are you referring to? The 
integrated grant administration, or what? · 

Which responsibility does the GSA have that 0MB should have, 
in your opinion? 

Mr. STAATS. They have the responsibility for administering several 
circulars which were formerly in the O MB. 

Do you want to comment on the specifics? 
Mr. VARHOLY. To give you an example, when the split was made, 

many of the 0MB circulars were divided. Some of them stayed in 
0MB, some went to Treasury, some went to GSA, to give you an 
example. 

Mr. STEELMAN. What do you mean by "circulars"? 
Mr. VARHOLY. 0MB circulars are essentially policy and procedural 

directives which apply on a uniform basis to the agencies; they cover 
a multitude of subjects. In many cases, they are the means to imple-
ment specific legislation. ' 

For example, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 pro-
vided for a review of Federal assistance programs on an areawide basis 
to determine the impact of Federal programs on other communities. 
For example, if a community wanted to apply for a sewer grant, the 
law provided an opportunity for the neighboring communities to make 
comments as to whether they saw a good impact or a bad impact. 

And that was carried out through an 0MB circular, what we call 
Circular A-95. Another provision of the same act was incorporated 
into what we call Circular A-98, which provides for an exchange of 
information. Every time a Federal agency approves a grant to a State 
or local government, the agency is supposed to notify the Governor's 
office that x number of dollars is coming into his State. 

Those two processes are very closely related, Circulars A-95 and 
A-98. N everLheless, when the functions were split, A-95 stayed in_ 
0MB; A-98 was transferred to Treasury. 

Very closely related to this whole process is a problem of uniform 
administrative procedures for grants-in-aid. You may be familiar with 
the Federal assistance review effort which had 10 principles intended 
to make grants work better. 

Circular A-102 was to provide guidance to the Federal agencies to 
develop uniform procedures so that if a community were dealing v,.rith 
two separate agencies on two separate projects, at lea t the admin-
istrative requirements would be pretty much the ame . 

This circular, then, in turn was transferred to GSA, while A-95 was 
kept in 0MB. So there could be con iderable coordination problems. 
You have, essentially, three groups working in the same area-I do 
not want to say independently of each other, but they are epurate. 

Mr. STEELl\IAN. So we are really dealing with an area of philosophy 
here, and I think it is very important. I, for one, respect your opinion 
a very great deal on thi . 

Your suggestion is that there is not enough consolidation at the 
Washington level? That really 0MB hould consolidate more with 
regard to the management of Federal programs? Is that correct? 
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Mr. STAATS. Yes, but I think we would have to make this point, 
though, that much of this would require legislation to conRolidate the 
grant programs. We think that there is a lot more that can be done to 
simplify the administrative procedures that does not require legisla-
tion in a great many of the cases. 

Most of what we are talking about by way of consolidation would 
require legislation. 

Mr. STEELMAN. OK, at the local level, you approve of a philosophy 
of decentralization, but you think it needs to be tightened up? You 
think it needs more testing? Does that do your position justice? 

Mr. STAATS. We suggest that regarding the integrated grant 
administration program, which is essentially the joint funding 
concept, we would like to see more testing. We would like to see this 
legislation spell out some criteria as to when this procedure would be 
permitted. 

We are going to be looking, as I indicated, at the 26 programs which 
are already in process. We will be looking at some of those anrl will 
report to Congress. 

Mr. STEELl\1AN. OK, moving on. Yesterday, we had testimony from 
Mr. Ink and he, as you know, has been in the 0MB. He is now at the 
GSA. He said that the IGA program was administered out of the GSA 
and that the 0MB administers and supervises the Federal regional 
councils' effort. 

Now in your testimony on page 9, the second paragraph, you say 
that: 

For several years 0MB has been experimenting with joint funding under the 
Integrated Grant Administration program. 

Now I tried from several angles, and could never get Mr. Ink to 
confirm that there was any formal relationship between the 0MB and 
the integrated grant administration. 

Mr. VARHOLY. Sir, the integrated grant administration program 
began under 0MB. As a matter of fact, I have with me their basic 
policy manual. This is an 0MB publication. It was just very recently 
that the integrated grant administration program was transferred 
to GSA. It was created in 0MB and it was administered there and now 
has been transferred to GSA. 

The basic role, as I understand it, and t1,is is another thing we will 
look at as part of IGA, is that 0MB will still set broad polir_ ,. for 
IGA, but the day-to-day administration an<l regulations will be under 
GSA. 

Mr. STAATS. It is not clear as to what the broad policy means yet. 
This transfer is quite recent. But we are concerned about the problem 
of coordination among GSA, 0MB and Treasury, since this recent 
reorganization. 

Mr. STEEUIAN. Are those the three organization sharing the 
responsibility? In the whole area of the New Federalism, those are 
the three stronge. t actors? But did Mr. Ink and the IGA go over 
together to the GSA? 

Mr. STAATS. Yes. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Was he sent to get a rein on GSA? 
Mr. STAATS. Well, he is the Deputy Administrator of GSA and has 

other responsibilities, but this will be one of the important areas that 
he will be concerned with. 

• 
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But where the line ii-, between broad policy guidance and the carry-
ing out of a program, we do not think it is very clear )' et. 

~Ir. STEELMA . All right. One final que:-;tion in this area of pack-
aging. The Federal regional councils seem to have been designed to 
1rnlp package grant assistance program:-; for local communities, is that 
(·orrect? 

They are a :ort of one-stop shopping renter for citie~ and munici-
palities and others to come in to help pufr a package together? 

One thing that seem:-; obvious-as a matter of fact you mentioned 
it, I think on page :3 of your testimony- is that the ones who generally 
get served under a system like this are the most aggressive applicants. 
That is, the guy who knows the ropes, the city manager or the city 
that retains a consultant of some kind. They come in and usually end 
up with most of the money. 

If that is the case, what it means is that needs are not necessarily 
being met as needs exist, but money is going ju ' t to those who happen 
to know the system. 

K ow are the Federal regional council-; doing anything to try to 
identify need within those regions that apportion the money on that 
hl1sis, as opposed to just responding to whomever comes in and who-
ever happens to be the sharpest operator as fur as getting grant money 
is concerned? 

Mr. VARHOLY. They are making effort. , sir. But as we mentioned 
in our report, there is a lot more effort that needs to be done because 
there are a large number of communities who, let us say, do not have 
aggressive grant. manship programs. When the money become~ avail-
able, they get left by the wayside. By the time they find out about it, 
the money has been parceled out. 

One of the first recommendations in our report is that the Federal 
regional councils strengthen, an<l renl1y push, to get down to the 
people at all levels, especially at the local level. If I may illustrate by 
example. 

·when we went out to talk to o:ffirinls at the State and local level, 
our basic technique wns to ask, as the first question, "What is your 
impression of the Federal regional council?" v\.,.. e had to change our 
approach because most of the small localities replied, "The Federal 
regional who?" We had to back up and e.·plnin to them what council~ 
were. So we knew immediately that the Federnl regional councils were 
not reaching the-;e officials and explaining their mi:-;sion and trying to 
help them. 

Ir. STEEL).IAN. All right, just one final question . 
In your report, do you recommend which areas need new 1egi:lation? 

For example, the institution of ome kind of need identification? 
:\Ir. VARHOLY. Ko, in our report on conn ·il , we do not recommend 

any legislation. 
:\Ir. STEEL).fA~. Thank you, 1fr. Chairman. 
:\fr. Fou~ TA.IN. 1Ir. Buchanan, I believe you wanted to ask . ome 

qu -.;tions. 
:\Ir. DucHANA . . Thank you. ~fr. Staats, I nm shuffling hack and 

forth between commit tees this morning, but I wunted to refl ct my 
interest in the line of que.' tions that ~1r. Brown pursued. 

One of the O:\IB officinls .ve terdnr said that the Federnl grnnt 
pn)O'ram is like a vault to which thcr are 1,034 tunnels with the 'tute 

3:3- 159-7 4-13 
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and local officials trying to find their way through this maze of tunnels 
toward the vault and I do not see how we can conduct a proper over-
sight, or how you can adequately do the job of keeping tabs on how 
well these programs are working, with this great multiplicity of pro-
grams, and administering agencies. 

So I am very interested in seeing your responses to :Mr. Brown, and 
I hope we can find some way to improve the basic situation with 
which we have to deal. 

Mr. STAATS. Yes; I think it is a very good question and a very 
proper question. 

Mr. BucHA AN. Thank you. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. I think this question of wearing two hats is always 

a problem. Mr. Ink, who has been very helpful to our subcommittee 
in a number of areas and is a very capable Federal employee, had 
with him yesterday two staff members from 0MB, which introduced 
some confusion. 

He is with the General Services Administration. But, ns has been 
pointed out, these functions were ·transferred with him from 0MB; 
I assume because of his experience in this area. · 

Are there any other observations or comments, Mr. Staa,ts, that you 
want to make before leaving? 

Mr. STAATS. I do not believe I do, Mr. Chairman. 
We certainly appreciate your inviting us to be here today. I wonlcl 

like to just conclude by saying we are trying to give more attention 
to the Federal Hssistance programs in the General Accounting Office. 
We reorganized in early 1972, partly with the objective of giving more 
attention to the Federal assistance programs. And one of the units 
that we have established is a unit that is going to be concerned with 
intergovernmental relations. 

Another part of this is an pffort to work with State and local govern-
ments in improving their ability to audit their programs and to work 
with the Federal agencies in improving their capability to audit these 
Federal assistance programs. 

We have estn,blished an intergovernmental audit forum. WP have 
developed and will be issuing very shortly a model State audit law. 
We believe it is important to the concern for accountability and 
concern with cff ectiveness of these Federal assistance programs. 

It has got to be an effort in which we, in the Federal agencies and 
the State and local govnnments and the certified public accountants, 
all of whom are in this act, can work together. 

So, we are glad to haxe this opportunity to meet with you this 
morning and I hope there will be other occasions when we can outline 
for you what we are trying to do and to seek your counsel in wa_ys 
that we can improve our assistance to the Congress. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank yon very much. We appreciate your corning, 
and we will most assuredly be calling upon you for further assistance. 
And if yon should have any further comments or sugg0 stions in 
connection with the joint funding legislation, we will be very happy 
to rereive them. We want to have this legislation in proper form before 
it is considered for enartment. 

Thank you very much for being hrre. 
Our next witness is Dr. Martha Dcrthick, a senior fellow at the 

Brookings Institution. 
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Dr~ Derthick, will you come up and make yourself comfortable? 
Dr. DeTthick will give us the benefit of a study she hus made of the 
Federal regional councils. I might say, Dr. Derthick, that the chapter 
you have submitted on Federal regional councils will be made a part 
of the hearing record following your testimony; you may proceed 
with your statement. 

Before proceeding with your statement, would you pleuse give us a 
brief resume of your background and experience. 

'STATEMENT OF DR. MARTHA DERTHICK, SENIOR FELLOW, THE 
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION 

Dr. DERTHICK. My name is Martha Derthick. I am a senior fell ow 
in governmental studies at the Brookings Institution. Brookings is 
not responsible for anything I say on this subject or any other. 

I have my Ph. D. in political science from Radcliffe College, and I 
taught at Dartmouth and Stanford and Harvard and Boston College. 
I have written mainly in the field of intergovernmental relation , and 
I have recently completed the manuscript of a book to br. published 
by Brookings this spring, to be entitled, "Betwem State and Nation: 
Regional Organizations of the United States." The research on Fed-
eral regjonal councils was done for that book. 

It was one part of a study of regional organizations in the United 
States generally, and by regional organizations I mean ones whose 
jurisdictions encompass several States. 

I appreciate the invitation to testify before this subcommittee. I 
would like to make a very brief statement and then would be happy 
to respond to questions. 

The councils have been sponsored by the Office of ?\Ianagement and 
Budget as an instrument of Federal interagency cooperation; and 
therefore I think they have to be judged as such. As interagenry 
coordinators they have been about as successful as any number of 
predecessor coordinating forums, which is to say not very successfu]. 

When representatives of legally independent Federal agencies meet 
in a coordinating forum, they find it hard to reach agreement on issues 
of importance. Ordinarily they cannot settle disputes over jurisdiction 
or policy. They have neither the power nor an incentive to do so. By 
law and in the nature of their jobs they are committed to pursuing . 
the goals and interests of their separate agencies. 

Coordinating forums may create good will, improve jnformation, 
and reduce the appearance of conflict. They may also facilitate cooper-
ation in rather special situations, such as disasters, in which no agency 
has a programmatic stake. Beyond that, it is hard for any coordinating 
forum to do much good. Those were the lessons from experience before 
Federal regional councils were created. K othing in the conncils' 
experience requires those lessons to be revised. 

The prescription for improving coordinating forums, which in fact 
is OMB's pre cription in this caue, is to add a Presidential representa-
tive, someone at least partia1ly free of obligation to any particular 
agency and endowed with some cloak of Presidential authority, on the 
theory that he wiJl be able to take initiatives to settle differences. 

However, experience of other ca es, such a the river ba in planning 
commissions set up under title II of the Water Resources Planning 
Act, which I did tu<ly in the course of preparing this book I referred 
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to, again suggests that not very much is to be expected from this 
remedy. Presidential agents turn out not to be able to resolve inter-
agency disputes or to speak for the executive branch as a whole in 
the field. 

I J1ave no simple remedy to propose for the traditional weaknesses 
of interagency coordinating committees as a political scientist. We 
have no magic on this point. 

In general, my advice-and I would say belated advice-to Congress 
would be to avoid as much as possible the need for such arrangements. 

I think Federal program. should be as little dependent as possible 
on Federal interagency col1aboration. This, of course, is not easy 
advice to follow at any time; and as I say, by now it is a bit late 
~ince there are hundreds of programs out there which to some degree 
probably do depend on iuteragency collaboration. And yet, I think 
Congress can refrain from enacting programs such as model cities, 
as a leading example, or planning the economic development of de-
pressed regions, which depend very heavily on interagency collabora-
tion. 

That was indeed thee sence of model cities. It was meant to be a 
coordinating program that had no independent e:\.'1.stence. 

The Congress can favor such thing. as programs of individual 
income support which are not burdened by the necessity for inter-
agency coHaboration. . 

As I said, I would be happy to answer quest10ns. I should state that 
I really have no current information 011 the operation of Federal 
regional councils. The General Accounting Office is probably much 
more up to date than I, since I finished research on them at least a 
couple of years ago. 

I should acknowledge the help in that research of your s ta:ff mem her, 
Gary Bombardier. What I know of the councils is drawn from his 
work at a time when he was a research associate at Brookings. 

But again-and I say this with convict.ion and not just as a matter 
of form-he is not responsible for my interpretation or opinions. 

I should also thank the Office of Management and Budget which 
fully cooperated in the research. As the chairman indicated, I have 
submitted a copy of the chapter on Federal regional councils for 
insertion in the record; and I would be happy to answer any questions 
yon may have. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
yFrom: Washington, The Brookings Institution, 1()7-t] 

Bwrwe1.; N STATJ, AND NATION 

(By Martha Derthick ·with Gary Bombardier) 

FF;oJ.;RAL REGIONAL COUNCILS 

Of these six ca:--cs, only the Federal Regional Councils are not authorized by 
law. They are interagencv committees created by executive action. Started on an 
experimental basis in four places in 1968, they were :--oon extended by President 
Xi'.on to the rest of the country. As of 1973 there arc ten of them, one for ench of 
ten standard federal administrative regions. 

The councils are composed of the top regional officials of the major domestic 
aµ;enci<>s of the federal government. 1 According to an executive order is:--ued in 

l 'I'lworie;inalmernl)(lrship inclurJcd the <lcpartments of IIenlth, Edueation, and w,,lfare (JIEW). Housing 
and Crban Development (TI U D), and Labor, and the OmC'r of Rc onomic Opportunity (OEO). Thr Dep·u-t • 
mrnt of Transportation wa~ addPd in H/70, and tl1P Environmr nt 11 Protec tion Ae;enry and L:iw Enfo .. re-
rnl'nt Assist::mcr Administration in Hl72. In Hl73 the dcp1rt m"nts of Al?ri,•nlt urf' and the Interior W!"'rP adcled, 
and t hp councils' functiom werl' hroadet1f'd to include coonlination of direct federal act ion a · well as grants-
in-aid. Executive Order 11731, July 23, 1073. 

.. 
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February 1972, the councils are bodies "within ·which the participnting agenc1e~ 
will * * * to the maximum extent feasible, conduct their grantmaking acti\'ities 
in concert.2 

They have no authority to make operating decisions, to plan programs, or to 
spend funds. They arc exclusively a forum for coordination and for deYeloping 
coordination stratc>gics. 

The council.' meet twice a month in the rrgional city that l--ervrs a.· the mrmh<'rs' 
common h adquarters.3 Each of the membrr agencies as:-;igns a staff m<>ml){'r 
to work on council activities, but he continues to ·work in his agency since the 
councils as i:-;uch do not h:.we offices. 

The Under 8ecretaric>s Group for Regional Operations (GSG), compo:-;C'd of the 
under.-ecretaries of member agencicl--, chaired by the deputy dirc'ctor of the 
Office of ::\lanagenwnt and Budget, and supportPd by a staff s<'crc>tariat callC'd 
t.he working grc,up, ha.- .-upplied policy guidance to the councils. The Program 
Coordination Division (PCD) of the> O11B has assigned a. liaison man to each 
council and staff a:si.-tance to the 'U. • 

ORIGIN 

::Vfanagemrnt officials in the BurP:iu of thr Budget 5 Hponsored crration nf the 
councils, which arc' ju:--t one part of a major att<>mpt by thr Burc•au to rc·form 
federal field admini.-tration. B<'gun in the late 1 Bo0s under Presidc>nt John 'on, 
thi.- effort was carried forward in the Nixon administration. 

The Bureau': effort arose out of a belief that "F<>deral field activitie, * * * 
have undergonP a genuine tran:--formation, both in their character and in thci1· 
objectives." The Bureau's deputy director, Phillip '. Hughe", told Conµ.n•,:,; in 
l!W6 that th<' federal govC'rnment was filling "a role in many communitie,-, and 
most States which did not c·xist 10 or even ;> yrars ago: it act:-; as n catalyst for 
joint attacks on common problerns-environlllc>ntal pollution, rural and urban 
dPvrlopnlC'nt, and rc•gional C'Conomic growth- and in many casl':-- h~olll(':-- an 
active part11er in thc•s(' cooperative prl1gr,u11s, through tlw common dfort of 
:cver..11 Federal agcncie:-; on a specific project within an individual community." r. 
This new role followed directly from the massin• expansion of fedC'ral gr:mt-in-
aid program:--. in the etsrly 1960s. 

One' of the Burc'au's first rc•actions to ·what it saw as a new situation wa,-. to a;-;k 
Congress for authority to cstablii.h small fiC'ld offices. It had maintained four -.uch 
offices for a decade beginning in 1943, although Congress had nC'vPr pPm1itted 
a nationwide :-;rstcm of thPm; in 1953 a new din•ctor in a HPpublican adlllinis-
tra.tion eliminated the officc•.- on gruunds of economy. In 19G6, thl· Bureau dl C'lan•d 
that the changing nature· of federal field opNations made it impc•rativc to rC'e:-.tabli,-.h 
a. field staff. This staff "would collect and di-;sc·minatc information for the Pn·,ident 
and the Bureau of the BudgPt; provide assistance to Federal agc-nci0s in the• coordi-
nation of their local efforts; and serve as field-lc\'el rC'presentati\'PS of the' E. ·eeutivc• 
Office of the President." 7 Appropriations conunittee::; in both the llou-.e and 
'enute turned the reque .... t down. 

After the rej<'ction of it. · rc•que;-;t for fic,ld office:, th<.' BurC':IU concludc•d that it 
was politically impossible to e:--tabli. h :1 central (that is, pn•;-;idcntial) prC',.,l·ncc· in 
the field. However, it remained con,inced of th<' 1wed for fi<.'ld coordinating nrn-
chinery, and this conviction was buttress(•d first hy findings from field sun·Py:-- nnd 
tusk fore<.' reports on intc-rgovernmental relation:-- done by Bun•au per,-unnl'l in 

2 f<~xe"utivP OrrI,,r llfH7, Frh.11, 1'172. A morP rrc r 11t <' ·c·utivcordcrstate, that ei,.11 eoun,·ilshall "a~sist 
St ·itr and lo ··tll govP'"llmrnt by thP t·:> ,rrlination of tlw F{'(! •ral pr:w:ram grants, 11'1 01w·atio11 · 1 1rrH1gh : 
(I) the d1>velopmC'nt of hett<>r w.ivs to r!Pli VPr the bPnPlits of FNlPral prograins over t hr sho11 tPrm: (:.?) th£ 
clevelop;n,,nt of integntl'd progr.1m and funding pl:m • with Oonrnors and lo ·al chief exe ·u· ive,; 13) t hi-
encourae:rment of joint and co111pl1•nwntnry FerlPral e:rant applications hy loc:al and St•itP gave 11me111.-: 
(.J) the Pxpeditious rc~olution of eonfli .: t., and pnb!em · whieh may ari,r het,n•<'n FC'rlr•r:~I a"Pncie,: Ci) tlw 
evalu•ttion of program~ in which two or more meml)(>r agrntiP: p ·u-ticipatp; (6) the drvclopmPnt ot mon• 
Pffectivc ways of allocating F •ch•ral n• ·ources ti) JTil'P1 tlw long-r,mg-c ll<'C'd~ of, tale ,111d lot·,tl commun it i1•,; 
(7) thP supervision of re:?:ional int P ·ag-rll\'Y progr 1111 <">Or<lin Vian mr~h·mi ,m,; and ( ) tlw dr.veloprn •nt of 
administrativr proC'r<l11:·r, t, improvp d..iy-to-day t'OOJ>.'r.ttion on an inter.1gr nc•y and in1rrgov rn111P11tnl 
ba,is." Ex •cutivr Ord1•r lli31. 

3 The head<1uartf'rs are i11 Bo:ton, ew York, Philadrlphia, Atlanta, Chicago, Dalla -Fort Worth, 
Kansa · City, Dem·<·r, an Fnrneiseo. a11<l ..::eattlt•. 

• Tn a major rrnrg-anization of the ()JTi("P of :\Ia11·1gemp11t am! Brnlg('( in l!li3, the Program roonlin1tion 
Division was abolish"d and its fun!'tion, Iran fe1wd to a Fi<'ld Ac·tivitirs Division, whil'h will n•port to an 
assistant din•ctor for operations. ThP olcl name will bl' u:rcl int his chaptrr. 

6 The name" Bun•au of till' BudgPt" is used in th!' dis,·w·sion of the• cou1wil ·' orig-ins, which i · hi. todcal. 
and "the Officp of :\lanagPmPnt and Budgrt" is usNl in dist•nssion of evPnts sill<'!' l!JiO. 

e Drpartment.~ of Trrnsur.11 and 1'1Js/ Of]ict and 1':.rccufirr Office ~1pproprialio11s for 191J7, IIeadne: hcforo 
thr House> Committee on Appropriations, !J Cong. 2 se·s. (l!J66), p. 730. 

7 l!Jid., pp. 730--31. 
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1966 and then in 1967 by a self-study, which concluded that management officials 
in the Bureau should be less concerned with organization of the federal executive 
branch and more concerned with finding "solutions to current problems in inter-
governmental and interagency program effectiveness." 8 Following tho self-study 
the Bureau redefined and reorganized its management functions so as to put more 
emphasis on operational coordination. The Office of Management and Organiza-
tion was abolished and a new Office of Executive Management created in its place, 
consisting of an operational coordination staff to do ad hoc problem solving and a 
management systems staff to deal with recurrent management problems resulting 
from new grant programs. 

As a way of promoting interagency coordination in the field, the new operational 
coordination staff decided on interagency committees to be composed of regional 
directors and loosely rnpervised and supported by Bureau staff. Because program 
officials within the federal social service and development agencies had little inter-
est in such an arrangement, management officials in the Bureau had to time their 
proposals carefully and work through generalist officials, either the undersecre-
taries or the assistant secretaries for administration, who are traditionally the 
principal point of contact within the departments for the Bureau's management 
section. 

The Bureau advanced its proposal at a meeting of the undersecretaries in 
July 1968 called to consider recommendations made by a federal intNagency task 
force following a study of federal programs in Oakland, California. 0 This report 
(the Oakland Task Force Report) recommended creation of a permanent inter-
agency committEe of regional directorn in the western region (San Francisco) to 
search for ways of coordinating federal human resources programs in urban areas.10 

Although the report had been prepared by a private consulting firm (Marshall 
Ks.plan, Gans, and Kahn) with very limited participation from most of the 
regional directors in San Francisco, its origin with an interagoncy task force made 
it useful to the Bureau as a medium for broaching the subject of interagency 
coordination generally. The Bureau's short-term objective was to get the agencies 
to agree to creating councils of regional directors in Chicago, Now Yark, and 
Atlanta as well as San Francisco, cities chosen because the major grant-in-aid 
agencies all had regional offices there. 

Shortly before the undersecretaries were scheduled to meet, the director of the 
Bureau's operational coordination staff, Kenneth Kugel, wrote Deputy Director 
Hughes that the meeting "should provide the opportunity for launching our 
strategy for creating the brave new world of more effective field coordination of 
Federal urban human resource development programs." Hughes would have a 
chance to propose creation of regional councils in four cities and to get the under-
secretaries to agree to tho Bureau's acting as "the gadfl~,, counselor, and catalyst 
of the regional councils as well as the informal secretariat of whatever Washington 
level counterpart emerges." Meanwhile, Kugel had been discussing the regional 
council proposal with the assistant secretaries for administration in the affected 
agencies. He expected to continue this "mission work" and to be "home free with 
at lea~t a general acceptance of the principles we have proposed." With agreement 
from subcabinet officials in Washington, the Bureau would have "a hunting license 
to go after the regional directors." 11 The meeting with the undersecretaries went 
much as Kugel foresaw. Hughes suggested that the Oakland Task Force recom-
mendation was generally applicable. The undersecretaries approved in general 
the suggestion of regional councils and accepted Hughes's offer to have the 
Bureau circulate a statement of proposed next steps. 

As it turned out, the next step was a. two-day conference of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), Office of Eco-

s "The Work of the Steering Group on Evaluation of the Bureau of the Rud!?et," February-July l!Jfi7 (3 
vols., in O:\fB libr'lry, Wa.c;hington; nrocessed). Sea also Allen Schick, "The Budget Bureau that Was: 
Thoue:hts on the Rise, Decline, ann Future of a Presidenthl Agencv ," J,'lw and Crmtcmp?ror11 Problems, 
vol. 3.5 (Summer 1970). pp. 519-3\l (Brookinrrs Reprint 213). For the "Rureau'c; <itfltement of the management 
problems, see the testimony of Director Charles L. Schultze in Creritii'e Federalism, Tlearin11:s bPfore the 
Renate Committee on Government Operations, 89 rone:. 2 sess. (l!lfii). pt. 1. For a scholarly rmalvsis, see 
.Tames L. Sundciuist, Making Federalism Work: A Study of Program Coordination at the Community Level 
(Brookings Institution, 1969), pp. 1-31. 

G HUD took the lead in launching the stuny of Oakhnrl. It apprars to have brrn more intE>rested than 
other departments in interagency coor<lin,itine: mech:.nismc;. perhaps hrcause its model ritiE>s program 
depended on the cooperation of othrr agrnrirs. Howev!'r. TIUD's unner~ecretnry in 1068, RohE>rt C. Wood, 
Jpftgovernment vrry skeptical !'\bout prE>sidentia11y lE><l efforts nt oprrntional coordination. See his tpstirnony 
in Regional Planning Issues, Tiearings hefore the Subcommittee on Urban Affairs of the Joint Economic 
Committee, 91 Cong., 2 sess. (l!l7O), pt. 4, pp. 732 Ii. 

10 Oakland Task Forcr, San Francisco Frneral Executive Ro:ir<l, An An11l11.~is of Federal Deci.~inn-Makinu 
and Impact: The Federal Government in Oakland, 2 vols. (Oakbnd Task Forre, l!ll',8 and 1(169). The recom-
mE>ndations arE>in vol.1. pp. 179-216. The introduction to vol. l gi VE'S an account of tlte origin of thr t,v,k force. 

11 Kngel 1o Hughes, Julv 19, 1!16S: Office of 1\fanagi>ment and Bmkel, Program Coordination Division 
filrs (hereafter cited as 0MB, PCD ftles). 



195 

nomic Opportunity (OEO), and Labor regional directors from Atlanta, Chicago, 
New York, and San Frnnci co held near Wahington in Augu t 1968. Undersec-
retary Robert C. ,vood of HUD and management officials from the Bureau intro-
duced the proposal for re 0 fonal councils. At the end of the conference, the directors 
agreed to set up the councils, but many were skeptical, n.nd it wa · clen.r that their 
perception of the" coordination problem" was different from that of \Yashington-
based officials. The Bureau's report of the conference says, "It was clen.r from our 
discussions ... that many of the regional director.· did not feel that Washington 
has a perfect understanding of all the problems. The excitement, not to say 
hostility, ,vas pretty apparent. . . . Significant improvement in interagency col-
laboration at the field level probably requires, first of all, better communic:ition 
betv,een "\Yashington and the region , including a lot more listening by Wa ·hing-
ton." "Perhaps the loudest message from all of the regional directors," the report 
concluded, "was that interagency coordination or collaborn.tion requires first of all 
n. considerable increase of the type of genernli 't staff to the regional directors 
which is capable of looking at problems of ghettos,. the poor, the cities, rather than 
just health, education, jobs, housing, or any other. peciulizcd input." The regional 
directors seemed to be saying that they could not coordinate with one another 
unk~s they could first coordinate the functional specialists in their own agencies. 
This appeared to be a problem especially in UE\V: "To a man the HEW regional 
directors agreed that tho word' director' in their title was something of a euphe-
mism. They all felt that too often they stood in relation to the regional people from 
[the Office of Education and the Public Health Service], for example, a, umvelcome 
intruders. \Vithout staff and without sp0cific authorities over proo-ram decisions, 
tht'~· hav0 tho capability for only limited and episodic coordination efforts within 
IIEW." 12 Shortly after this conference, the undcrnccrctarics met again, approved 
creation of tho councils in the four cities, and sent letters of instruction to their 
rcspecti ve regional directors. 

Extcn. ion of regional co•mcils to tho whole country, which was what the 
Bureau hoped for, depended on the progr0.. of a Bureau proposal for creating 
common regional headquarters and boundaries for the participating agencies. The 
Bureau had prepar0d this proposal in 1967, but President Johnson did not approve 
it. Lacking approval, the Bureau had not procc ded with yet a third proposal for 
administrative change, an effort to get tho ag0ncies to decentralize more, and 
equal amounts of, authority to their regional directors. Decentralization too was 
logically linked \Yith the creation of regional council·. Regional director~ could 
not make decision. collaboratively unless they had adequate and equivalent 
degrees of authority. 

ln 1969 a new president approved tho Bureau's proposals. President Nixon 
announced the creation of uniform regional boundaries and common regional 
office locations for the five agencies covered in the Bureau's plan; tho extension 
of Federal Regional Councils to all of tho regions; and tho launching of an effort 
at decentralization, to be carried out by tho director of the Bureau of the Budget 
and the heads of nine agencic ( oven domestic departments. OEO, and the 
Small Busine:s Admini tration). Tho President announced the creation of eight 
standard regions, but congre · ·ional prc':ure soon led to the definition of two 
more. The President described the regional councils as cc an excellent means 
through which the various arms of the Federal government can work clo ely 
together in defining problems, devising tratcgies to meet them, eliminating fric-
tions and duplication , and evaluating results. Such councils can make it possible 
for the Federal government to speak consistently and with a single voice in its 
dealings with states and localities, with private organization , and with the 
public." 13 Tho Bureau's deputy director put the point in plainer l::mgu:1gc at a 
press conference: cc The Federal Government has been organized categorically 
over tho yearn and agency programs, I think, have tended to con trnct walls 
around thcmsclve ·. We need, by these hnds of measures, to attempt to pierce 
th0:-e walls." u 

CO. 'CEPTION 

Bccau e regional council. were a creation of the Office of ::\Ianagemcnt and 
Budget rather than the regional directors' response to their own int ere. t • or felt 
need', it ,vas up to Oi\IB to define the councils' purposes and functions. It did 
thi - in two concept pn.pers, issued by the under ccretaries in January l !)70 and 

1~" Report to the Under Recrrtnrirs Gi·oup on Airlie Ilouse Conference on RC'gional Coul1'·ils, August 13-
15. 1!16, ." Aug. 27, Hill': o.m, PCD files. -

13 Ofl,ce of the Whitr Hons Pres.~ f-C'crctary, "Statement hy the Pre ident on Restructuring of Govern-
ment . ervire Syste ns," :\Inrch 27, 1()69. · 

14 Congressional Record, ,ol. 115, pt. 7, 91 Cong. 1 sess. (196!l), p. 917!1. 
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January 1971, and in an executive order that the President i sued early in 1972. 
The 0MB has been reluctant to tate purposes in any but the most general and 
permissive terms. Having induced the agencies to form council:, it took the 
position that it was up to the councils to find useful things to do, within the 
framework of a general mandate to coordinate. 

A year before the first councils were formed, Budget Bureau Director Charles 
L. Schultze told Congress, in the course of a lengthy analysis of management 
problems: 

I think my basic and fundamental point is that coordination is best done when 
it is done with respect to specific identifiable problems on a case-by-case ba:-:is. 
N o,Y, for the moment this says nothing about what kind of machinery is best to 
do that. But what I would insist is that the formation of a council or a committee 
offers no hope per se. 15 

In creating the councils, 0MB may have violated the 'pirit of its former 
director's statement, but it remained faithful to that spirit when it defined the 
councils' tasks. The concept pj1,pers Rtressed problem solving a' the councils' 
function. "Councils," the first of these paper8 began, "provide a framework for 
participating agencies to work together in defining and solving shared problems." 16 

Very early in the councils' history, before they actually began to function and 
while the undersecretaries were still considering what they should do, it became 
clear that there were certain kinds of coordination problems the councils could 
not expect to solve. The undersecretaries agreed in the fall of 19G8 that councils 
should not" intrude on or disrupt the lines of program authority and respon:-;ibility 
established by the lead agencies" for interagoncy program cff orts such as model 
cities.17 In other words, regional councils were not to supplant coordinating 
mechanisms that the agencies had worked out independently. Nor were they to 
make decisions about program operation. These prohibitions wore stated in the 
first concept paper: the councils were "not to inject new operating and deciRion-
making points into the system, nor assume authority or responsibility now 
lodged in individual agencies or existing coordinating mechanisms." 18 

\Vhat the councils should do, the undersecretaries agreed, was to solve manage-
ment problems. They should look for way:,;; to improve "interagency delivery 
systems" and to Rimplify procedure .. The first concept paper said that they '-hould 
identify "conflicting agency policy and program operating practices which limit 
the effectiveness of Federal as::-istance" and design "coordinated and consistent 
agency actions to improve the effectivenes. of Federal programs." 

Initially, 0MB stressed the need to improve the effectiveness of federal action. 
The aim was better coordination of federal programs at the regional level. Later, 
0MB began to stress the need to respond to state and local governments. The 
second concept paper listed as one of the councils' major functions that they 
should "develop and strengthen a real partnership ·with State and local govern-
ment, and especially with governors and mayors." 19 Early in 1971 Prc~:-;ident 
Nixon sent each of the governorn a letter describing the councils as mediums 
through which the federal administration would respond to their problem:-; and 
urging them to suggest to the councils ways of improving "the Federal-~tate 
partnership." 20 The President'.- 1972 executive order directed the council. to 
develop "integrated program and funding plans with Governors and local chief 
executives" and to develop "long-term regional intoragency and intergovern-
mental strategies for resource allocatiorn; to better respond to the needs of State 
and local communities." Under the Nixon administration, the councils were 
increasingly being seen as a means of decentralizing federal authority, in the 
sense of making it more accessible and responsive to state and local executives. 

ACTIVITY OF THE COUNCILS 

Most of the council. organized slow]~·. It was mid-1970 before the last of them 
began functioning. Changes of regional directors were one cause of delay; the 
Nixon admini:tration replaced many career holder of regional office, with 

15 Creatil'e Federalfam, Hearings, pt. 1, pp. 39:l-400. 
16 "The Federal Regional Council~," Jan. 14, 1970: 0~1:B. PC'D files. 
11 Only two months bf'fore, a meeting of the undersccretarie had agreed that" the rerrional councils should 

be made supporting of thr coordination requirrd in the Model Citirs program and that in fact makin~ the 
Model Cities nrogram viahle should he considered to have top pri01itv on the agenda of each of the reg10nal 
councils,"" Minutes of the Meeting of the Under Secrrtaries Oroup," Aug. 30, 1968; 0MB, PCD filrs. 

1S"The Federal Regional Councils"; and "Highlights of the Meeting of the Under Secretaries Group, 
Octoher31, Hl6R": 0MB, PC'D mes. 

1g·'The R"'!ioni,J C'01mcil Concept," Jan. 25, Hl71; 0MB, PCD files. 
20 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. 7 (Jan. 25, 1971), p. 87. 
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political appointees. Another cause was the need for relocations. Also, agcncie 
were slow to detail a member to council staff work. Staffing problem· peristed 
long after the councils began me ting. 

From :o brief a history, it is hard to draw firm conclm,ions, hut it is pos. ible 
at least to characterize the councils' initial activitv and to identify the most 
important obstacles to realizing 011B'::; conception. Like interagency c·oordinating 
committees before them, council:-; hnve avoided dealing with interagency conflicts, 
and in intergovernmental relations they have not found a way to be responsive 
to :-;tate and local governments without exceeding their mandate from Ol\1B. 
The Councils as Interagency Coordinators 

O::\IB's conception of the councils' coordinating function was relativ<'ly modest. 
::\1adC' up of administrators, th<' councils We're charged with identifying adminis-
trative problems, such as conflicts in agency policiC's or programs that cau:-;ed 
trouble nt the point of execution. They were to re:-;olve uch conflict. or refer them 
to the CS n in Washington. 

So far, th<' council. have not functioned as rC'solvers of conflict. "Identification 
of inkrngenc~· polic~· conflicts and C'levation for \Vashington resolution has bC'en 
nearl)· nonC'xistent," an O::\IB documC'nt sa~·s.21 ::\Irn:;t council seem to have 
avoidc•d such conflicts from the very beginning, and the onl~· one that did not 
do so, Kansas City, soon followed thC' practice of the rest. Not long after the 
Kan-.ns Citv conncil was established and before' the Drnver council was function-
ing, a, reprcsrntative from OEO refcrr<'d to it a conflict with HUD over a legal 
services projrct in Denver. OEO had refused to grant more than $2.10,000 to the 
project in th<' b<'li<'f that it could not absorb more, only to lea,rn that HUD had 
mad<' a grant of $3 0,000 to the same pwject through its model cities program. 
The Kansas City council created a task force which evC'ntuallY rccornmerded 
that coordinating rC'sponsibility rest with the Regional Interag<'ncy Coordina'irlg 
Committee for .ModC'l Cities. Had that committee been working properly, the 
problc•m presumably would not have aris<'n. Shortly thereafter, the ma>·or of 
, 't. Louis complained to the council about bureaucratic competition behY<'en 
the communit)' action agency and the model cities agency in his city, saying that 
it :--kmmed "from the top," meaning OEO and H D, the respective sources of 
fedNal funds and policy direction. OEO and IICD members of the council argued 
about the problem, thereby confirming its existmce, hut th<' council did nothing 
to resolve it.22 No further consideration of interagency conflicts appears in the 
minutes of the Kansas City council. 

A council may get caught up in interagpncy conflict by accident. The best 
example, from Ne,,, York, shows the difficult~- of achieving a solution even under 
pressure from O~IB and with its help. Several councils, including that in New 
York, pla~·ed a part in 1970 in evaluating and closing out the neighborhood 
sen·ice program, under which federal agencies had cooperated to create neigh} or-
hood multisC'rvice centers. In New York, the regional council encounterC'd the 
problem of what to do with the Hunts Point multiservice center in the South 
Bronx. An audit revC'aled :-;erious deficiencic in financial and personn<'l practices. 
II GD was willing to keep the cent0r tC'mporarily alive with its O\\n mone~·, but 
on})- if HEW would agree to suspC'nsion of th<' executive director and chairman 
of the hoard. II EW opposed an~' punit.ive action, including fqrn arding the audit 
report to the state attornC'y gc•ncral, for fear of antagonizing the. 'panish-spcaking 
communit~·. On June :{O, 1971, after having been involved with the i::ue for more 
than a year, the council votrd to CC'as<' further consideratinn of Hunts Point. 
O:\IB immediate})- urged the council to continue working toward a solution. The 
council re:-;ponded that a coordinated rcspon-.;e was impo.-. iblc at the regional 
l c>v<'l :-ince the OEO repre:-:cntativc did not have the authority to commit his 
agenc)- to a :-.olntion. All the partir. rC'alizC'd that this was an excuse to avoid 
further action, and ordinarily it would have di:--po-:;<'d of the i.·-.ue; hut O::\IB was 
dPtermincd that the council should act and therefore appli<'d pre--sure to the 
'\Ya-.hington headquarter:-; of OEO to allow the re~ional dirC'ctor to act. OEO 
rnmpli<'d and this had th<' rffC'rt of returning the is--ue to the council; hut no 
;;;olution wa: forthcon ing. IIEW continued to fund Hunt · Point while the other 
ag<'nCi<':-- rC'fu.-ed to do ::;o.23 

21 O . JB. PC'D, "Fat 8hrrt on R"Q"ional Counril~." Jnn. 3, 1!171. 
_! 1Hnntr, or 1 he mr E>t in~ of the Kan. as City Fl'rlrrnl Regioml Council, Au~. 26, Sept. 23, and Oct. 11, 

111r.11. nd 1farch .'i. 1!170 • 
• a 'I'lw minute· of t he t•01mril thronghout Hli'O and Et71 ar<' fill erl with references to Ilunts Point, hut see espeC'inlly memoran<lnm: from David WC'inman to Ken1wth Kuucl, 1lay 7 and July 2; 011B, PCD files. 
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Resolving specific, overt, and often intense conflicts between agencies is not 
the only test of the councils' capacity to coordinate, and perhaps is not the fairest 
test. Councils might be expected to do better at resolving inconsistencies in policy· 
if they did not have to deal with live, specific issues. OMB's initial concept paper 
encouraged such effort with an instruction to design "coordinated and consistent 
agency actions." 

One area that has seemed to offer promise for such activity is that of equal 
employment policy. Preventing discrimination in employment is an obligation of 
many federal agencies and a clear national policy, yet for most agencies it is a 
marginal activity. Equal employment officers in different agencies can probably 
cooperate more easily with one another than with program officers in their own 
agencies. Perhaps for the. e reasons, several councils have attempted coordination 
in this field, and one, Kansas City, made a serious and sustained effort at it in 
1971, soon after the issuance of a new executive order on the subject. This time, 
the council met def eat in Washington. Over the course of several months, the 
council managed to work out a set of regional guidelines to cover minority hiring 
by contractors doing business with the federal government. After approving the 
guidelines, the council forwarded them to Washington with a request for npproval 
by the USG. Meanwhile, the Office of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) of 
the Department of Labor was trying to arrange coordination on a national scale. 
The Labor member of the USG refuscd to approve the submission of the Kansas 
City council, although a Labor representative (the regional manpower adminis-
trator) had approved it at the regional level. 0MB tried ummccessfully to gl't 
Labor's approval of the regional council guidelines. OFCC did flgree to consult 
with the Kansas City council inn. pilot effort at coordination with regional councils, 
but this ended in disagreement after one meeting. The council then gave up on 
the subject.24 

Kansas City's effort in this case actually to work out a common agency position 
was unusual. When they do not ignore policy or procedural differences among 
agencies, councils typically react by arranging exchanges of information. For 
example, the Atlanta council sponsored a series of seminars so that federal field 
officials of different agencies would be aware of the differences in requirement~ 
for citizen pn.rticipation in their programs. The Bo, ton council, Hoting that f<adernl 
health ~rnnts in Boston often overbp, negotiated an informal ngrcemcnt between 
HEW, HUD, and OEO that none would fund n. project in Bo ton without giving 
advance notice and an opportunity for comment to the others. 

What do councils do if they do not work at settling interagency conflicts? After 
all, they meet twice n, month, and several GS-14s or -15s, one from each member 
agency, are supposedly at work for them all the time. The answer is that thC'>. work 
on "projects," or what OMB's second concept paper describes as solving "ad hoc 
special problems that involve more than one council agency." According to an 
observer in O:i\IB, "the councils are doing more of [this] than everything else put 
together. It is visible, fun for the council m mbers, and, as long as they sta>· awa~· 
from deep issues or intcragcncy efforts, apt to be successful. The wide variety of 
problems to choose from is a horn of plenty for an active council, but only as 
long as it doesn't include profound social or systemic issues." 25 

In 1969 the director of President Nixon's Urban Affairs Council, Dr..nicl P. 
Moynihan, exhorted the councils to avoid special projects. "Creation of special 
projects to demonstrate the ability to coordinate should be avoided," the minutes 
of the USG say.26 But the councils were drnwn inexorably to projects, and O~IB's 
second concept paper, with its reference to ad hoc problem solving, made that de-
velopment legitimate. The more important projects involve concerting federal 
action to fill lacunae in national policy or administration. A number of them focus 
on the problems of minority groups, such as Indians, the Spanish-speaking, or 
migrants. Often they are a response to natural di a ter or a social crisis. In 1972 the 
Denver council helped Rapid City, South Dakota, cope with a flood. Le:;s succe::;s-
fully, the Philadelphia council tried to help flooded Pennsylvanin. communities 
after Hurricane Agnes; when the council's effort proved ineffectual, a high-ranking 
0MB official went into the field for three months to coordinate federal acti\·ity. 
The San Franci co council became involved with the problems of urban Indi::m::; as 
a result of the seizure of Alcatraz by Indian demonstrators, and the Boston coun-

24 StanlC'y Doremus, dC'puty chiC'f of the Field Coord.ination Branch, PCD, summarized these events in 
a memorandum to Working Group Members, July 7, l!l71; O:\IB, PCD files. 

25 Oliver Taylor, "What Do Councils Do ow? What Should They Do in the Futurr, and IIow Should 
They Be Equipped to Do It?" D<'c. 14, 1!)71; O\rB, POD ftles (Ifore'lfter cited as 'r,iylor memorandum). 

2fl r Hnutcs of the meeting of the Under Secretaries Group, June 13. 1969. 
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cil became involved in New Bedford as a result of rioting there. Some project 
originate in Washington. ~\. cabinet committee requested the Dallas and Atlanta 
councils to help find johs for black teachers displaced by desegregation. Each 
council was asked to hold a regional conf erencc on problems of the aged in upport 
of the White House Conference on the Aging. It is characteristic of projects that 
none of the agencies involved has an overriding responsibility for the activity or 
perceives that coordination ,vill be harmful to it. In many cases, the projects en-
tail giving upport to nonmember federal agencies. Thus councils take part in 
disaster relief in support of the Office of Emergency Preparedness. 

The 0~1B ha apprai~ed the councils' performance often and realistically. Its 
evaluations have repc:itedly noted the councils' failure to confront conflict~, to 
develop new coordinating procedures, or to extend ad hoc problem solving beyond 
a few rather special and limited situations. 0MB officials have recognized that the 
councils as originally constituted cannot be expected to confront conflict. "\Vho 
among their members," an :1ppraisal made late in 1971 asked rhetorically, "needs 
to pick overt fights or appeal overtly over the heads of their peers without having the 
coercive po,Yer to force events to a satisfactory conclusion and when the cost of 
the encounter is in the only working currency available, voluntary good will?" 27 

Another says: "The entire regional council system in the field and in W a 'hington 
has been crippled by the ab.'ence of a decision forcing mechanism." 28 O::\IB's 
response was the President's executive order of February, 1972, which established 
the councils more formally ("institutionalized" them, in OMB's term, and in-
creased "their capacity to influence agency decisions" with the aid of "a :.:trong 
Presidential mandate" 29). In addition to giving them a more formal charter, the 
executive order incorporated two strategics for changing the councils. 

The 0MB sought to define the councils' functions more precisely ::md to link 
those functions to the making of grants. For example, the councils were to encour-
age "joint and complementary grant applications for related programs." 1\1ore im-
portant, 0MB sought to increase central influence over the councils and, by in-
ference, over the agencies the councils represent. The 1972 executive order stated 
that the President would designate a council member as chairman and that the 
chairman should "serve at the pleasure of the President." Representatives of 01IB 
were explicitly authorized to participate in council deliberations. An Under, 'ecre-
taries Group for Regional Operations was establLhed with the deputy director of 
011B as chairman; in one form or another, such a group had been functioning for 
some time. The c>xecutive order said that the Under Secretaries Group, undc>r the 
chairmanship of 0MB, "shall be responsible for the proper functioning" of the re-
gional council system. It should establish policy for the councils, give them guid-
ance, respond to their initiatives, and seek to resolve policy issues referred by them. 

Simultaneously, 01 IB renewed an effort, which it had initiated t,hrce ~·enrs 
earlier, to persuade federal agencies to delegate more authority to their r02;ional 
directors. From the start of the regional council undertaking, 0MB had believed 
that lack of authority as well as inconsistent amounts of authoritv for the reg;ional 
directors would handicap the councils. President Nixon had included decentraliza-
tion with extension of regional councils and creation of common regional head-
quarters and boundaries in his announcement of reforms of federal field ad,ninis-
tration in the spring of 1969, and soon thereafter 0MB and nine cooperating 
agencies initiated the Federal Assistance Review in response to the order to 
decentralize. But the FA R's objectives were diffuse (they covered manr more 
kinds of decentralization than delegation of authority to regional dircc ors); 
it was ill staffed and its activity sporadic; and coordination with the Program 
Coordination Division of 0:\1B, which was shepherding regional council:, was 
poor. There was no substantial delegation of authority to regional director:;; be-
tween 1_969, when the regional council system was started, und 1972, when the 
PCD tned to accelerate the council ' development. 

To the PCD, the regional directors' limited and divergent amount- of authority 
continued to seem a serious problem. II"GD and OEO came closest to what PCD 
saw a. the model of delegated authority. On an organization chart, both arc 
straight-line organizntions with a single regional structure under a director who 
has sign-off authority on grants and report to Washington. Subregional units 
report to Washington through the regional director. The chain of command is 
clear and the regional director's scope of authority is agenc~·wide. ·with certain 
exceptions the regional directors in both agencies have authority to hire per::,onnel 

2, TuylormPmor· nrlum. 
~s .\.. CT. P tt('rson. ".:5trengt]l('ning Council Deci ion-1faking ProcesEes," Dec. 20, HJ'il; O:-IB, PCD files. 
20 "Fuct Sheet on Regional Councils." 
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"tlp to the level of GS-14 without approval from ''-ra. hington. The Environmental Protection Agency's director i similarly powerful. In IIE\V, which 0MB views as the agency most urgently in need of reform, numerous regional and subregional structures report directl)' to W a hington. The regional director is supposed to coordinate program units and sec that the secretary's policies are carried out, but he does not have line authority or the right to sign off on grants. He has authority to hire up to GS-14 only his immediate staff.30 

Wlwreas executive direction at the regional level has been weak at IIEW (which is the leading target for reform mainly because it program volume is so large), in Labor and Transportation it has been nonexi'tent. The Department of Transportation had no regional director until a weak "secretary's representative" wa-; created in 1970 when the department joined the council. Nor has Labor had ::a rc~ional director, and its representative to the regional councils in their earl~r _years was the regional manpower administrator, the regional official most involved fo giving grants for social purposes. When Labor did create a regional director in 1971, his authority was so limited that PCD feared the change would be a step backward. 
Regional directors of cour- e agree with 0MB that they should have more ~uthority, but their own analysis of the councils stres;;se obstacles to coordination othc-r than the individual members' lack of authority. From their perspective, the chief problem is the lack of incentive to subordinate agency goals to the needs of the council. At a meeting of the Chicago council, for example, the chairman re-marked that "OMB must recognize that each Council member has individual :agency priorities that he will not, and cannot, put aside for Council activities." 31 

A task force of former council chairmen, assembled by 0MB to consider how the councils should be run, made the same point more elaborately. The task force noted that regional directors ordinarily expect to be rewarded for accomplishing agency objectives, and if they are to serve the councils instead, they must be assured of reward from their Washington superiors for that. Exhortations from 0MB will not suffice: 
The individual Regional Council Members must know that their superiors, e pecially the Under Secretaries but also the other principal headquarters officials, are really committed to the Regional Council system. This entails more than set-ting forth a position on a piece of paper. It requires some real effort on the part of top agency management to let the Regional Director know that their commitment is more than lip service. In addition to verbal statements, top Washington officials mu-;t produce meaningful evidence of support and interest in Council activities. A Rignificant part of the evaluation of a Regional Director's performance could be based upon his Regional Council activity. 32 

AgencY. officials in Washington have still another pen; pecti ve. They see the obstacles to coordination as embedded in law. When 0MB proposed the executive order early in 1972, the undersecretaries "expressed concern that strengthening the FRC system should not result in trains disruptive to the legislatively man-dated responsibilities of the agencies." 33 
Councils must rely on 0MB. What they do depends on what 0MB can induce the member agencies individually and the councils collectively to do. O::\-:IB's conduct toward the councils haR been so carefully restrained that its influence, one might argue, has yet to be tested. It has conspicuously refrained 

70 IIE\V officials have questioned whether their department's art ual it nation is so different from that of other dep1rtments. Deputy Under Secretary Frederic V. :\Ialek wrote to Kenneth Kugel, O~llB, Nov. 25, 1\.16:-J (O:\lB, PCD files): 
"It is more useful to work toward a regional director's pown to influencr events rather tlian thr con-vention!l.l hure-iucratic concept of 'authority.' Little effe,,tive influnn"" would ·iccrue to the HEW regional director if he were simply given the ~ign-off authority for the thous 1.nds of nroj1wt, 11:nnts and contr,nts in his region. Approoriate power will a"crue as region1.l agency C'W"Utivr'> arr given de~ision m·1.king authority ann the n•gional dirrcf or secures their conformance with !)riorities and poli •ii>, of 1 h<> Secretary. Planning anal~·,,is. rrview, and adaptation of regional operations are more influential than sig1Htory performance in grants-in-aid. 
"In c·Jnrra<;t to smaller departments, ii is not pl-Jysicrillv p1ssihle for a regional director of TIZW to m1.'<e individual judgments about doze>ns of grants made each day in his rrgion. He can, however, clirrct planning, monitoring, and evaluation systrm'S to as,;ure appropriate d"cision m·tlcing. "At the risk of destroying a popular mvth, tlwrr is no convinrini rvidenc" that ITEW's fin 1d oper,1t ions aro less 'in rg•·ated' than those of II UD or L<1.bor, fot eX'.lmple. U is now clrar t ha1 Sccrrt'.lry Finch exp•r·ts his rn!tional director3 to manage firld operations. That provides the necessary strengthening of the rl'gion:11 director's oosition." 
31 . finutl'• of the '.\Ieeting of the Chicago Fedl'ral Regional Council, Ort. l!l, Hlil. •- "A Statement on the ;\.Jana(umwnt of a Fedrral RPgional Council," ReptM1hrr Ul71; 0:\18, PCD fill's. 33 "'.\fission taternent USG Task Force on FRC Functions." rndosurr to "Task Forer H.rport on Hr-gioll',l C'onncil Fun<'tions." memorandum for the Under SeC'retaries Group from William II. Kolberg. Feb. 2, 1072; O~lB, PCD flies. 
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from telling councils what they , hould do or what issues to consider. Although it 
assigns a staff member to each, he ha· not sought to lead his council. He has lie('n. 
an observer or informal participant. But this very restraint is a .·ign of O:\1B' · 
deference to agency power and pr rogativcs. The more active 0MB is, the greater 
the danger of arousing acreucy resistance and destroying the whole cffort.34 

0MB has risked as:crting itself in Washington more than in the regions, per-
haps because more is to be gained there (regional directors will take enc:-- from. 
headquarters) and bccaut--e central action is acknowledged to be O1\.IB's !C'giti-
mate sphere. The nearer O.i\IB is to the President, the lpss likely is the legit in Ul'Y of 
its action to be challenged. O:\IB began to chair the U.'G in H)70 whrn its n•prc·-
entatives to regional councils were only informal participant:,; at meetings. Th~ 

guidance that USG issues to the councils actually originates ,,ith O ... 1B; agcnc) 
representative:-; have ordinarilr done no more than comment on what O:\1B ha--
proposed. When this relationship ha: produc d tension, 0MB ha: defended it. 
prcrogativeR. In responding to a critical paper from departmental represcntati\ c•:-;, 
an 0MB official said that he detected "a -,light undercurrent of limiting O:\IB,·· 
and added that "there may well he time.;; 0MB will haw to persevere de:--pitc a, 
negative vote from the Working Group or even tho Under ~ecrc•tarie-,." 35 

Although Washington offers O~1B a relatively wide sphere for legitimate action, 
legitimacy docs not guarantee effectiveness. O1,fB ha-; had onl)· mixc'd sucec--s in 
a:king agency headquarters to facilitate actions by th<' regional councils. Issue·-= 
that come from the councils, :-:uch as those of the Hunts Point multisNvicc ec-ntl't· 
in New York and equal employment opportunity enforcement in the i-,rn--a. 
City region have not warranted direct intervention by the Prc•sidcnL 1'1anagC'-· 
mcnt official:-, in O l\1B can only appeal to th<' ag<'ncics for cooperation; sornet irnc'::-
they get results and ·ornctimcs they do not. If, like program officials iu O.MB, 
they could threaten sanction: in the form of budget cuts, they would gl't coopera-
tion more often; but program officials ha\c, hown little interest in PCD\, goals, 
and PCD lacks the power to enforce sanctions of itP. own. 

The obstacle:-, to the agencies' cooperating with one another or with O:\IB 
originate in law and, beyond the law, in the agencies' needs to sustain thei1· 
respective programs, to servC' distinctive cli<'ntcle.- and distinctive conceptions of 
the public interest, and to .·afo,f:v congressional supportcr:,1. Agency scpar, t brn 
and functional specialization, deeply c•mbcdded as they arc in American go\ ,·rn-
ment, arc prccis<'ly th problem that O:\1:B sc-cks to attack by fostering intl 1-
agcncy coordinating committ cs in the regions. Like the doctor who treat, the 
patient's fever when he cannot cure the disease, O11B attack: the symptorn-
chaos at the point of administration-hccau:e tho cau:e- thc pluralism of intc•re--t:-
in American politics and of institutions in American govcrnmcnt-i, inacce:,;;:;i-
ble. But its ability to alleviate even the sympton i limited. 
The Councils as Agent.· of Decentralization 

The councils arc .-uppo:ed to develop a real partncrnhip with state and loca 
governments, especially with governors and mayors, as distinct frcJlll functional 
specialists in administrative agencies, and they are supposed to develop strategic•-. 
for responding to P.tate and local needs; but 0MB did not dcfin<' the content of 
thc:-;e functions before 1972, and the councils were slow to become cngap,c·d i1 . 
intergovern ncntal relations. A:,:; one O:\1B evaluation noted late in 1971: 

"Real partnership" is just too much. What [the council::;] do ... is vbit an<[ 
become acquainted, offer good will, work with sy.·tems such as A-95 [an O:\IB 
circular designed among other things to permit statewide and , ubstatc regional 
clearinghouse:-; to comm nt on projects .-ubmittcd to federal agencies], and seizc-
uch opportunitie-, a. occur for ad hoc help. 36 

.i\forc recently, 011B ha.- :earched fot ways to involve the council.- sy:;tcmntieall)' 
in intergovernmental activities. Early in 197:3 it asked them to brief statl' anci 
local officials on the federal budget for fi.·cal 1974. It also asked them to plar a part 
in coordinating relations between the federal government and citic: where II CI 
is trying "planned variation. '' of the model citic•s program; to work with variou .· 
citic: in integrated grant admini:trntion (I GA), an experiment in which local 
governments u:c• a :inglc application to obtain funds from :cveral federal program:-:;, 

31 For critic-ism or o~rn·s restraint. . <'r Melvin B. :\Iogulor, Fedaal Rrgional Councils: Their Currmt r-: r-
perience and Rccom,ncndation., for Further Datlopmr 111 (Washington: Urhun Institute, 1!170) pp. 56 ff. 

35 Kenneth Kugel to Pierce Quinlan, Working Uroup Representative, HUD, May 20, 1971; 0:\18, !'CD, files. 
36 Taylor memorandum. 
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and to develop "annual arrangements" with local governments defining federal 
funding commitments. 

There is a danger that the councils' efforts at interagency coordination of grant 
administration will be purely formal and will complicate rather than simplify 
intergovernmental relations. For IGA, for example, Federal Regional Councils 
mny assemble approvals of grant applications just as interagency coordinating 
committees in the field of water resources had assembled agency project proposals. 
"Itis all too easy," an interngencytask force said of I GA in 1972, "to create pseudo-
interngcn"y relationships with State and local governments by having the State 
nnd local agencies staple together their Reveral programs, plans, and applications 
and deliver them as a pseudo-unit to the Federal Regional Council; then have the 
Federal Regional Council un.,taple them and deliver them to the several Federal 
agenc~· responses; etc. This simply creates an extrn layer of bureaucracy with no 
benefit to nnYone." 37 

In drafting the executive order of 1972, 0MB Reemed to strive for modes of 
coordination that would be more than purely formnl. One draft called for the 
councils to "plan interagency and intergovernmental resource allocations, including 
Retting priorities among programs in response to the needs of States and local 
communities." This would be a very important function for the councils if it were 
feasible. The finnJ version of the order called instead for the councils to develop 
long-term . tratcgies for resource allocations. Commenting on this language, an 
interngcncy t:1!-'k force said that expectations should be "very modest." Councils 
could do nothing without "extraordinary support" by headquarters, and "agency 
chmffini.:-m," the tusk force noted, "sc>cms stronger in "\Vashington than in the 
field, particularly in agency headquarters program offices." It is the headquarters 
office-; that formulate budget and program proposals.33 

0MB appears to assume that federal interagency coordination will serve state 
and local needs in n,nd of itself. The original critique of federal grant administration 
thnt O:iIB and others formulated in the late 1960s stressed the burden of confusion 
that tate nnd local governments were being asked to bear. The critique said that 
the> Federal government had too many programs n,dministered by too many agencies 
with too many different field offices to work through and too many different require-
ments to meet. As a result, it was said, intolerable strains were being placed on 
state and local governments; it followed that improvements in federal field ad-
mini-;tration, such as the coordination sought through regional councils, would 
s rve those governments' interests. 

The experience of regional councils shows, however, that OMB's expectations of 
the councils and the expectations of state und local governments are very likely to 
conflict. State and local governments are important claimant<> on the federal 
treasury as well as partners in the administration of shared programs. They-or at 
least their elected chief executives, whom 0MB hope· c.'peciallyto serve-arc less 
intcre:--ted in improving interagency and intergovernmental coordination than in 
enlarging their supply of federal fund . But a council that responds to their interest 
in getting federal funds is likely to find itself at odds with O~IB. 

The Seattle regional council was caught in this dilemma. In July 1970 it con-
vened Seattle, Kings County, and state officials to design a program for the Seat-
1. c area econ0111y. This effort came to be known as HELPS (Healthy Economic 
Life for Puget Sound). The task force was chaired by a regional council staff 
member, as ·were several of the subcommittees. Its report, containing dozens of 
recommendations for increased federal assistance, was published under the auspices 
of the rcgion:.11 council and personally delivered to the associate director of 0MB 
by the mayor of Seattle. 0 :IB officials were profoundly embarrassed. They flew 
off to f-1ea ttle for talks , ·i th state and local officials. Two days later the .'eattle 
Posl-I11lell£gencer reported that the "feds didn't produce anything and that made 
the gcn·ernor very, very unhappy." According to the paper's source, "'The feds 
encour,iged the ·whole thing, and nmv you can hardly get a response from them 
nbout it.'" The mayor of Seattle later reported to the U .. Conference of Mayors 
1.hnt only a few Rpecific proposals had been approved. "These have come on a 
I' C'Cc-meal, departmental basis," he wrote, "demon trating that the Federal 
p;nvernment, and O:\IB, have so for been unable or unwilling to approve this 

3, "rnteng<'ncy Task Force on ll<':;ionul Council Functions," cnC'iosurc to "Task Fore<' Report on RC'gion-
al Counl'il Functions." memorandum for the Under Secretaries Group from William II. Kolberg, 
F~;\i}cl0i3; O:\IB, PCD files 
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report as a whole or work toward implementing it. This unusual, rapid experi-
ment ... has thus been disappointing." 39 

Privately, 0MB regarded the task force report as a compendium of federal 
projects "masquerading as an economic plan." 40 

Following the HELPS incident, 0MB prepared a "critique" (not to Le confused 
with "criticism," it said) of the Seattle council's effort, which 0MB said raised 
many of the principal issues about the role and function of a regional council. 
This report, reviewed and approved by the USG, commended the council for 
initiative in a pioneering effort, but fundamentally objected to the council's 
.role: 

The Seattle effort ... re ulted in a situation where the Federal field agents 
"·ere inadvertently encouraging and actively participating in the development of 
a local petition for Federal action and funds which were generally beyond the 
feasibility of the Federal Government to respond to. The identification of the 
Federal field staff became somewhat blurred due to their direct and intimate 
involvement in the development and transmittal of the plan. The Federal Regional 
Representatives partially assumed the appearance of petitioners and applicants to 
their own agencies in Washington.41 

0MB did not object to the councils' cooperating with state and local officials 
in preparation of economic plans, but the leadership should be supplied by state 
and local governments and private participants. Federal officials . hould avoid 
"integral identification and precommitmcnt." The proper federal role, O.\IB 
reminded the councils, was to review and evaluate state and local proposals. 42 

Even ·when federal regional officials have carefully avoided seeming to promise 
funds, their involvement with state and local officials has led to e.·pectations of 
financial aid. Early in its history, the New York council launched a project to 
improve tho technical competence of local officials in the village of .:::lpring Valley, 
New York. The council was careful not to misc expectation:'l beyond what the 
member agencie:-, wore prepared to meet. But a draft of the final report on the 
project said that "the major finding in thi:-, type of project, in which sophisticated 
planning skills are imparted, seems to be that the community leaders are unable 
to give up the belief that funds will somehow be following and that funds alone 
,vill solve their problems. In short they feel that, given the fund::,, none of the 
training would be necessary." 43 

The 0MB seems to sense that the regional councils will not develop into vigorous 
and effective organizations unless in some way they do serve the needs of State 
and local governments. They cannot play an important role in the administration 
,of federal grants if the gra.ntees ignore them. Hence 0MB is anxious that state 
and local officials address appeals to the councils, preferably appeals for adminis-
trative improvements. But the state and local officials will not address appeals to 
the councils unless they can get definitive and relatively prompt responses and 
are confident that such re ponses will not be overruled in Washington. As On1B's 
assistant director for program coordination ob erved to a group of federal officials. 

You can be certain that state and local officials know where all the power levers 
are. And if they want something done, they will pull all of them. If things aren't 
functioning properly, they have a Congressman, two Senators, friends in the 
region, and friends in Washington. One of our bigge::,t chores is to develop a type 
of decentralization in which all avenues are exhausted at the regional level before 
other appeals ar"' made. Too often state and local officials aren't willing to do this t 
We must develop the capacity to say "No," in Washington and let the issues be 
settled in the region. 44 

State and local officials, knowing that councils do not have power to make 
program decisions or to resolve those intrafodcral conflicts that they might like 

39 "11ole and Function of Regional Councils in the Development and Implementation of Area Economic 
Plans," enclosurE' to mrmorandum of same titlE' from Arnold ',Veber to rcgion·1l counrils, Dec. 17, 1970; 
Srattle Post-Intelligenc<T, • ov. 12, HJi0; ,Yes Uhlman to executive director, U.S. Conference of :Mayors, 
l\larch 9, 1971; all in O \IB, PCD files. 

40 Kmneth Kugel to Arnold Weber.~ -ov. 12, HJ70; O~IB, PCD files. 
41 "Role and Function of Region•tl Councils in t11e Developmpnt and Implemrntation of Are~ Economic 

Plans," Dec. 17, l!J70: 0 \113, PCD files. Technic:llly, this paper wa, a product of the Working Group of the 
Under Secretaries Group. 

42Ibid. 
43 New York FE'deral Rci::ion'll Council, "Evaluation of the 1 ew York Regional Council Local Area 

Project," November mm (draft); O.\IB, PCD flies. 
H William Kolberg, "The New Federalism: RE'gional Councils and Program Coordination Ello1ts," 

speech presented to the Federal Executive Institute, 1H73. 
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to have resolved, such a the dispute in St. Louis between the community action 
and model cities agencies, will not bring such matters to the councils. And even 
if the councils' authority was enlarged, tate and local officials would not bring 
them those intrafederal conflicts that it is not in the local interest to resolve. 
Chaos in the grant system is not all bad from the local point of view: the more 
sources of funds the better. 45 If HUD and OEO, without each other's knowledge, 
are both giving money to a legal services project, as was the case in Denver, local 
sources are not likely to lodge a complaint. 

THE FUTURE OF THE COUNCILS 

Because regional councils already cover the country, the question of duplicating 
them in other place. does not arise. The question for 0MB is how far and hmv 
successfully the functional development of the Federal Regional Councils can be 
promoted. 

OMB's strategy for promoting the councils seems to call for slo'.Yly and steadily 
enlarging their functions, increasing the authority of the regional director (a 
"generalist" rather than a "functional Rpecialist" at the regional level), and 
increasing the role of central (0MB) supervision at both the Washington and the 
regional levels. Beyond that 0MB hopes to cooperate through tho counc1l:-1 with 
the chief executives of state and local governments. The aim, aR the Budget 
Bureau's deputy director . aid in 1969, is to "pierce the walls" of the agency 
programs-in effect to form a vertical alliance of generalistR from \V aRhington 
down through the federal regional offices to statehouReR and city halls, and to 
check through the working of this alliance the many parallel alliances of functional 
specialists. 

0MB frankly views the councils as a medium for eRtablishing a preRidential 
presence in the field. According to its aBsist:mt director for program coordination, 
the provision that the PreBident will designate the council chairman was in many 
ways the most importrint a. pect of the executive order of 1972. Thi8 was a change 
"intentionally made to alter the power Rituation in the field" by ending "laissez-
faire secretarial domination of the region8." It brought protest from department 
heads on that account, but theRe had no effect on 0MB becau. e "Romehow or 
other the President as the head of the Executive branch of the federal government 
has a responsibility to see that goals are accomplished and work is done in the 
regions." 46 The question is whether the President, me:rning in practice 0MB, 
will have power commensurate 'With this responsibility. OMB's unsucceRRful 
attempts to induce the councils to m:::olve issues and its inability to help them 
achieve resolutions in specific cases, such as the Hunts Point multiservice center 
and equal employment policie8 for the Kansas City region, suggest the limits of 
its power as a central coordinator. 

Historically, as the President's principal staff agency 0MB has been preoc-
cupied with budget review and legislative clearance functions and ·with advif,ing 
the President on how to organize the federal executive branch. Since the late 
1960s it has been attempting a new function, operational coordination, one test 
of which has been its i::ponsor,-hip and Rupervision of the Federal Regional CouncilR. 
Simply by their existence, let alone their functioning, the councilR teRtify to the 
limits of OMB's power. 0MB has had to use this indirect approach to establishing 
a presidential presence in the field and to play a cautious obscrver'R role within 
the councils. The executive order of 1972 is a sign that 0MB is being leRs cautiou. 
than before in its sponsorship of the councils, but whether it can grow more 
effective as a central coordinator operating within them and through them 
remains to be seen. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Derthick, for a very 
forward-looking statement. 

As I understand it, the primary mission of the councils when 
formed was that of surfacing interagcncy problems and devi,jng 
coordinated solution . 

Now, your prepared statement and the chapter from your book 
appear to indicate that councils have not been very successful in 
accomplishing these objectives. I that a fair. ummary? 

45 
Melvin B. Mogulofalso makes ibis point. See "The Federal Regional Councils: A Potential Instrument 

for Planning and Joint Action," Social Service Review, vol. 44 (June 1970), pp. 132-46: 
Kolberg, "The New Fede ali,m." 
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Dr. VERTHICK. I think that is a fair summary of findings; and I 
think others have arrived at similar findings that councils have not 
been very successful at resolving conflict, if that is what we mean by 
coordination. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Now, this raises, I think, the fundamental question 
of why councils have not been successful as coordinators. 0MB and 
GAO have mentioned certain problems such as the lack of progress 
towards decentralization and the une-\ en distribution of authority 
posse sed by regional directors. 

If these problems were solved, in your opinion, would the councils 
be able to do the job; or, are you aware of other, more fundamental 
constraints, upon their ability to coordinate? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, I think the constraints are more fundamental; 
and I would imagine that the members of the councils themselves, if 
asked the question, would say that they were more fundamental. 

In the first place, the constraints reside to some extent in law, in 
laws and obligations to Congress, and obligations to constituencies 
which limit the scope for action, limit the discretion of all adminis-
trators, whether at headquarters or in the regions. 

Secondly, even within that sphere of action that is administrative, 
even where administrators do have discretion, I think a large part of 
the authority continues to rest at headquarters. 

I was struck, in reading the prepared testimony of Mr. Malek, the 
prepared statement that Mr. Malek submitted to your subcommittee, 
to find a very good list or accounting of the different kinds of decisions 
that might be decentralized to the regions. 

There was a long list of kinds of decisions that administrators make, 
I think initially prepared by HEW, and included in his statement. 

I would think that only a few of those elements have in any ca..,e 
been decentralized to the regions, and 0MB has been particularly 
concerned to decentralize authority to sign off on grants. 

But there are many other administrative decisions, including pro-
gram planning and budgeting, which have not been decentralized, o 
that regional officials, even within the administrative sphere, have 
lacked very much authority. 

Finally, ewm to the extent that they do have the power to decide, 
often they lack an incentive to cooperate. Again, they remain com-
mitted to the interests and objectives of their particular agencies. 
And there is no very good reason for them to cooperate just because 
0MB feels they should. 

So I think the constraints are quite fundamental. 
Mr. Fou TT·AIN. The emphasis on coordination appears to be based 

on an assumption that lack of coordination i a major, if not the major, 
source of weakness in our response to social problems. I wonder if 
you ·would have any comment on that, and "Thether you ee any 
evidence upporting that assumption? 

Dr. DERTHICK. That i a large que tion, broadly conceived. I 
would think that the other obstacles-the lack of knowledge of how 
to solve problem , the ]ack of agreement among various interests in 
our society about how to solve them-are more important than lack of 
coordination among Federal administrative departments. 

Of cour e, there i no hortage of specific examples in which some-
thing did not get done becau e agencies failed to cooperate. 

33-159~74-14 
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But if one were to cloal philo ophiral]y "-ith thi: question of why 
GoYernment foiL to . olYc sorial problem., I do not think one woul<l 
attach very great weight to failures of interngency collaboration. 

11r. FouNTAIN. You rai ed in your statement and in your responses 
an interesting question which bothered me. I am wondering ,drnt your 
opinion might be as to ,Yhether or not by over-emphasizing adminis-
trative initiative we might possibly be encouraging people to believe 
that coordination is going to yield far better result than would be 
achieved through a noncoordinatecl approach? 

Dr. DERTHICK. W rll, I am not snre. I think we lrn.Ye become aware 
in recent years of the tendency of GoYcrnmrnt to promise things that 
it, cannot deliver. I am not sure that the initiatives that you are re-
Yie"i.ng, or actions you are reviewing, arc an e.-ample. The Federal 
regional councils, integrated grant administration, and so on, arc 
not ,rnll publicized. They are hardly heralded. 

I think there is no great clanger here in promising something that 
will not be cleliwrecl, jn t because I <lo not think the awar no s of 
them i' very widespread. 

:\Ir. Fou.-TAI T. :\Ir. Stat1ts comment< d upon the nce(l for local 
gowrnmcnt to 1)(' bet tcr informe(l of the ttvnilability of programs to 
meet their needs. I think he is 1ight. 

At the same time, if nll the local governments in the country had the 
kind of talent that, is needed to ncquaint them with and apply for the 
Federal programs for which they are eligible, and if they were to seek 
the assi" tance to vhich they are entitled, I wonder how much more 
mone)· we would have to appropriate in or<l"r to <lo justice to all of 
those locnl government. . 

Dr. DERTHICK. That would be a problem. I think it is a problem 
thnt has been well publici,,ed in recent years. Of course, the authori,,a-
tic)lls have way outrun the appropriations. If the demands even for the 
full amount of the authorization were generated, the budget would 
. well considerably. 

Also, there has been . ome information on this dev-eloped within 
HEW which again dramatized th nature of the problem. 

I would say that the lack of information is less of a problem now 
than it" wus a few year::; ago. That i. , consultant organizations have 
dc\Telopcd which ha Ye an interest in . prcf!ding this kind of information; 
and of course, the executive branch itself has increasingly publicized 
information. 

If local government arc not taking advantage of their opportunities, 
I su pect now it is less from lack of information than from lack of 
administrative capacity to administer the programs or to meet the 
demands. 

:\Ir. Fo -.-TAI.-. Well, I think many of them really <lo not have 
per onnel who hnYC the necessary knowledge and the time to find out 
about the proo-run s that are available and which would prompt them 
to make demands on ,v a hington. 

Your te. timony rai e another question, and that i how can 
administrative generali. ts maintain effective control over program 
specialist ? It appears that one of the major assumptions upon which 
the council ystem is premised i that by transferring resources and 
authority to the field, field generali t will omehow be able to coor-
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• <linute the activitie of program peciali. t. better than their Wa hing-
ton counterpart . 

Hnve you found any eviclrncc that these problems can be solved 
more effectively by moving dcci:ionmnking from W a 'hington to the 
field'? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, agnin, the que. tion of the rrlation between 
generalists and speciali:t is n lnrgc one to which I haye not devoted a 
great deal of re enrch time or thought. 

But I would say to the extent I have contemplated the problem, I 
luwe been impres ·eel by the adYnntage. of speciali ts and the di~-
i1dYnntage or weakness of generalists. And I think that for generalists 
to he effective and to plny what I think i their proper role, of ten 
their only successful role, which is to be critical and to review the 
propo~als of speciali -·t , they have to be linked somehow to budget 
operation . . 

The great weapon of the generalist is, I think, a control oYcr money 
at the point of rcvie,v. That is tlw one really solid power I think that 
the Office of fanagement and Budg t ha . And unlrs. generalists 
in the field <·an get a piece of the budget review power, I do not think 
that they will be very effective. 

Ju"t to put a man in the field, and call him a gc11cralist, and 11rge 
him to coordinate the speciali:t sittin~ out there will uoL help him 
V('r~· mu ·h, I think, or the country. 

fr. :Bou~ ·TAIN. These organizational approache. have appeal, but 
I think some~ Icmbcrs of Congrc:-; have had a feeling over the .,rears, 
regurclle..;;.~ of which political party has been in power, that, :ome of 
th~ uge1H"ic · were trying to moye deci. iounaking awa. - from ,Y a~hing-
to 1 o th('_· would 11ot be botl rrcd by J. I embers of Congress. I kno,\T 
there is that feeling. 

1 ow, if the council arc not doing much coordinating, one ·would 
be led to wonder diat they arc doing. Your aiiswcr appe 1 .. to be 
that th"y arc engaged in what yon call "projects" or ad hoc problem 
so!Ying. Is tl1at correct'? 

Dr. DEnTHICK. Y cs. I think 0. IIl':-s own evaluation again showed 
thi .. At the outset of the coun('ils th )T were enjoined b)- D· niel 
J. foynihan peaking, a· I recall, to the Under Secrctarie' gro\1p, not 
to enp.-ary in projc ·ts just for the ·akc of demonstrating their eapacity 
to coordinate. 

I think at. that time, of cour~c, intelli()'cnt men fore:aw that they 
,vere Yery likely to do . o, again on the ba is of experience from past 
·uch organizations. 

Ewntna11. , the Office of lanagement and Bud~ct did legitimize 
or in . 0111c . cnse encourage this development by including ad hoc 
problem-:..:olYing in the statement of the eom cils' purpose. 

Project · arc Hot nece sarily bad. They may well ervc good purpo::,"S. 
~lr. Fo1;.·TALT. Of cour. e, they are still in the c.·p ri111en'al stage. 

I would agree th c·ouncil have not been a ucce ful a:i their spo 1sor. 
would like, but they are still hopeful thi will be a re. pon. ible approach. 

From our taff examination of the council , it would appear that 
O~IB i trying to re()'ularize their activitie., to institutionalize them, 
and to ~tablish orne "routine " for them. 
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Now, processing IGA applications could prove to be such a routine, 
and I suppose one could call this an act of coordination. But it may 
be that, to be significant, coordination must be more than procedural. 

Would you agree? 
Dr. DERTHICK. Yes. I am not sure anyone would disagree rea11~~-

I assume the purpose of creating procedural coordination is to facilitate 
substantive coordination. The hope is that it will follow naturally or 
inevitably from the procedural coordination. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. What could happen, of course, and we hope it 
would not, is that by spending too much time on these so-called 
routines, the councils could be permanently directed away from deal-
ing with the substantive problems of coordination. 

Do you think that is a possibility, based upon your research? 
Dr. DERTHICK. WeJl, it certainly is a possibility. One would infer-

that not just from re earch on the councils in particular, but from 
research on organizations in general. Yes. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. If, on the other hand, there are good reasons why 
the councils cannot engage to any extent in substantive coordination 
activities, perhaps such "routines" are the direction in which to move. 
What is your view on that? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Again, it is probably not unreasonable to establish 
such routines in the hope that substantive coordination will follo,v 
from them; but unless they are complemented by changes in law or 
measures to give the councils and the regional directors more author-
ity, the substantive coordination that is hoped for will not follow. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I am going to yield to :Mr. Steelman at this point. 
Mr. STEELMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Derthick, to what extent does decisionmaking in the executive 

branch flow directly from the 0MB here in Wahington to the Federal 
regional councils? That is, as opposed to going through what we might 
call the middleman-that is, the other agencies in the executive 
branch? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, the Office of Management and Budget has 
taken initiatives in giving guidance to the councils, but because it 
has no independent authority, it has to work through the Under 
Secretaries group to get them to agree to whatever guidance it wants 
to give. 

Also, it has liaison men attached to the councils, but their role has 
been rather limited; and they are not in a po. ition to give orders. 
They seek information, maybe make suggestions; but 0MB does not 
give orders to the Federal regional councils. 

Mr. STEELMA . Well, the USG has been very critical to this whole 
process. Is that correct? To the extent thi works at all, is the USG 
what makes it go? 

Dr. DERTHICK. USG is the medium for guidance to the council. 
The 0MB tends to take the initiative in supplying that guidance. It 
tend to get approval from foe USG. 

Mr. STEEL:\IAN. Have you done enough research or reading about 
the "New Federalism" to have any strong opinions about it philo-
sophically? And if you have, how do you perceive it philosophically, 
if you could state it briefly? 

Dr. DERTHICK. I do not have strong opinions about the "New 
Federalism." I think that the rationale for it is a logical one. But again, 
perhaps we should agree what it is we are talking about. 
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It seems to me the es ence of the ".1...,. ew Federalism" i that it is an 
attempt to give more power to the State and local governments, and 
more particularly still to give them Federal grants on more permissive 
terms than such money ha. been given in the past. 

K ow, genernl revenue sharing is one instance of that already 
enacted. Special revenue haring i another instance, for the most 
part not enacted. 

I think that the logic of, pecial revenue haring i rather attractive; 
and that i, , I think a number of categorical grant could probably 
be consolidated. I think there are probably too many programs. To 
simplify administration and to achieve an equitable distribution of 
funds through formulas that would be incorporated in the pecial 
revenue sharing proposals I think would be a very good thing. 

I think the objection to special revenue sharing propo 'nls is that 
Federal control or Federal . upervision would be sacrificed; the Federal 
Government's ability to reali;r,e it objective would be acrifired. 

I think in muny cutegorical grnnt programs the Federal Govern-
ment i not very well able to realize its objective now, so I am not 
·ure that ·pecial revenue sharing really represents much of a sacrifice. 

So on the whole I favor, I think, most of the special revenue sharing 
proposals. 

Mr. STEEL:\1A . Well, if I could interrupt you at that point, do 
you feel that the "New Federalism" is just a new way of maintaining 
the status quo, or do you really think it i ' a philosophical change? 
From your testimony you , eem very pessimistic about the ability of 
government to deal with many of the social problem we face, and 
e 'pecially to do . o on a centralized basis. 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, I would say that pecial revenue sharing is a 
much more fundamental proposal thnn the administrative actions 
that I believe your subcommittee is considering; that is, the creation 
of Federal regional councils, the creation of con olidated grant 
packages. 

These are relatively minor administrative reforms. Special revenue 
sharing i. certainly a more substantial, a more sweeping reform than 
any of these. Whether special revenue sharing would ignificantly 
contribute to olvinO' the . ocial problems i. more dubious. I am not 
~ure that anyone argues very strongly that it would. But it would 
eliminate a great <lcul of red tape and chao , and , o, might well improve 
the functioning of government. 

A:-; I said, I think the ultimate obstacle to . olving , ocial problems 
tend to lie in lnck of knowledge and political conflicts, not in fhnvs of 
pror.eclure or organizntion. 

:\Ir. STEEL:\TA, . How would yon stack . pecial revenue . haring or 
revenue sharing generally against individual income support program 
like i.-ou mentioned'? 

D1:. DERTHICK. Well, they of course are design<'<l to serve different 
purpo:-,es. I gues, if I had to choo-;e at any given time betweC'n redi.·trib-
uting funds between governments or redistributing funds umong in-
dividuals, I probably would pick the rcdi . tributing among individuals. 
But they are not either/or, and they do not serve the sarne purpo e 
rcallv. 

).fr. TEEL:\IA.~. But if :vou were advising a :\fomher of Con<Yre. 
or if you were advising the C'ongre:-- · on new direction:, ·would you 
counsel u , to try to seek new and bet t(,r wur of managing, maintaining 
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the status quo, the system that we have, or are you counseling us to 
seek some fundamental shifts? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, if your concern is the form of the grant system, 
I think special revenue sharing is a more plausible way of doing it 
than administrative reforms-just shifts of authorities within Federal 
agencies, let us say. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Well, I think our real concern-and it is one that 
has been voiced here by other Member~-is what real impact does 
all this have on the ultimate recipient. After all, this business we are 
in is supposed to be that of solving people's problems and serving them 
as public officials, both appointed and elected. 

And I expect-and I think you mentioned-the name recognition 
factor of the Federal regional council is certainly low, if it exists at 
all, with the average person. And I am not sure that they see any real 
impact on their daily lives because of these council organizations and 
activities. It just seems to be a lot of paper shuffling on our part here 
in Congress and within the executive branch in trying to do some of 
this. 

And so what can we do, in yonr judgment, to have some basic day-
to-day impact on bettering the lives of the people we are suppo 'eel to 
serve? 

Can it be done through the new federalism as you know it, or does 
it require something more basic? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, I am not sure that there is really a general 
answer. The kind of answer I would give may imply something for 
the Federal system, as I think Congressmen have to appraise each law, 
each program of substance, or change in substance that is put before 
them, and ask whether this particular proposed program will benefit 
citizens. 

Now, in giving that answer I think I imply some continued adher-
ence to or use of the categorical programs. I think the virtue of the 
categorical approach is that CongTessmen and administrators can grasp 
hold of a specific series of activities ·with a more or less clear objective 
and appraise it. 

A Congressman is able to a k "Is this serving the interc t or the 
needs of my constituents?" If not, he should then cut back on it. 

There are some virtues in the cntec.;orical n old and one is acr.onnta-
bility and relative case of appraisal. So I think in a ,1·ay one could ar0·ue 
for continuing in the traditional wa~-. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Even though it has not ,rnrked, in :vour judgnwnt? 
Dr. DERTHICK. Well, has it worked, I am not sure ,vhat that means. 

I would say son o of the programs have ,rnd-::c<l and some hnxe not; 
and perhaps instead of trying to reform the Pystem, the best thing for 
Congress to do ,rnuld be to sit clo\\-n and ask ·whid1 program~ ha Te 
,rnrked and ,,Thich lrnYe not, and to rut back on the ones that have not. 

To some extent, of course, this gof'' on, continurs to go on. 
[r. STEEUIA N. ·well, what I am tr>-ing to aslT is, those programs that 

ha Te worked, have they worked because they were a,lministerccl 
properly, because they ,•:ere coordinated, or ha Ye they worked because 
there was some qualitative difference between them and other types of 
programs? 

This really gets to tho essence of what ,vc arc here for, you see. A' I 
take it from your statement, the first full paragraph on page 2 you are 
very pessimistic about this \\'orking under the best of circumstance . 
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And the quc ' tion is, do ,Ye eek to admini -ter better, or clo ,rn . crap 
the whole thing and try to go to omc direct aid program like the 
ncgatiYc income tax? 

br. DERTIIICK. \Vell, I tend to fnTor that kind of approach. What I 
was negative about in the statement i.' progrnm thut do depend on 
really elaborate intera~ency coordination. And I ,rnuld be rather hard 
put to think of examples of succes~fnl projects or programs that did 
im~olve or depend on interagency collaboration. 

The larO'e accompli hmcnts of American . ocicty-or government, 
let us say-the aclmini~trative succe " CS tend to come with a kind of 
implicitv. One thinks of the Tonne ' ec Valley Authority, which I have 

had occasion to study. But WC have not created any more such, and I 
would not advocate that we solve governmental problems by creating 
a . eries of pecial authorities which would be highly insulated from 
public control. One thinks of the ocial Security Aclmini::,trationr 
which is fairly widely regarded a being a sncce:-s, and which ap-aiu 
is abl , to functio 1, to distribute fnnds in a highly n,ulomutic w. y 
without having to depend on collaboration of other , .gencirs. 

ObYiously, it is simpler to carry out any activity vhen 01.c does not 
have to engage in coo1 oration with a, brgc number of other or~aniza-
tion . The les~ cooperation that is required, the easier it is to perform. 

But it is nlso true that in governing a large complicated society, 
cooperation is necessary. The need for it can,10t be avoided ultimately . 

... Ir. STEEL:'11A. '. OK . .,. o further que. tions, ~fr. Chairnrnn. 
Mr. Fou ... ·TArn. I was a little disappointed when the Office of 

Intergovernmental Relntions wa - abolished in the White Ifou.;-e. I 
had n1i.·ecl emotions about it, I must conf()s , when it was established, 
but I was hopeful that it would nccompli h one of the roles rhich I 
understand has been assigned to the councils. Thn t, i~, improving re-
lations between the Federal Go,·crnmcnt and the State and local 
governments; coordinating and bein§; nee .·.·ible to listen to the 
problems of State and local gonmment~; nnd c·onfcning with the 
local people, listening to their problem and giving tlicm the benefit 
of their thinhng. 

I remember one c.·perience we had when about 10 million blackbirds 
descended on one of our communitic~. They remained there for months 
and months, and it became a frightening thing. The local gonrnmcnt 
could not do much about it, o I called Governor Boe, who wa head 
of the Office of Intergovernmental Relatio is, and I said, "Gon'mor, 
we have a problem that your UO'ency is dc~igned to solve." Frankly, I 
was impres eel by the way Governor Boe called in key rcr rcsentatives 
of each of the agencies which migh luwe jurisdiction n t the Federal 
len~l ovrr thi problem. We were able to get .-omething done, but we 
never olvecl the problem. It . oh-eel it -elf. Tl e bin.ls fornll. - went 
someplace el e. But this is one major role which ,vis a ~igned to the 
council~. 

What i your overall as~e,nnent of their prrforrnnncc in terms 7of 
improvino- rclatio nmong Fr 1rriil, State nnd !or.al g<YV<.'rnmcnt ? ' 

Dr. DERTIIICK. Well, I think they have not been able to don o-reat 
deal, and I think ?\Ir. iulek ·nid u much the other dny in hi · pre-
pared tatcmen . .,. - ., ;:·· 

I think a, large pnrt of this is to be explnined by their ln<'Fof power, 
really. The mutter of major concern to lute and local go rcrnmcnts 
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are bow much money is available, to whom, for what purposes. And 
the councils, because they do not have much operating authority, 
do not make decisions of that kind. There is also, I suppose, some 
ambiguity in their own role, ambiguity that reflects ambiguity of their 
sponsors at the Washington level, the Office of Management and 
Brnlget. Q:rvIB, of course, is divided into two parts. The Budget side, 
the more powerful side, is historically, by law and tradition committed 
to budgetary restraint. It is certainly not in the business of facilitating 
or expediting the flow of grant-in-aid expenditures. 

The management side therefore has to be somewhat restrained, 
too. It has to avoid getting in the po. ition of sort of facilitating 
demands for Federal funds. And this puts it in a somewhat equivocal 
position in dealing with the States. . 

I think your question deals not with money, but with cutting red-
tape. I am not sure that the councils have really gotten involved in 
specific caBes. My guess would be that, again, probably not enough 
authority has been decentralized to enable the councils to be very 
effective in this way. A man with a problem probably has a better 
chanre of getting action by calling his Congressman to find the right 
person in Washington than by calling a Federal regional council. 

~/fr. FouNTAIN. Well, we do a lot of coordinating of Federal, State 
and local governments. All of us ought to be experts in the field, but 
we run into complications every time we become involved. 

Dr. DERTHICK. I expect there is still no substitute for one's Congress-
man in these matters. 

l\Ir. FouNTAIN. Other than lack of power in the form of money, do 
the councils have enough personnel, enough time to perform this job? 

Dr. DERTHICK. I doubt that that is a problem. 
~Ir. FouNTAIN. If they had it, how much would it take? 
Dr. DERTHICK. Well, I uppose it could take infinite amounts of 

time. As I indicated, it seems to me that in large part that is what 
Congressmen are involved in, and you know how much time it takes. 
But I suspect it would take even more time for a Federal regional 
council official than for a Congressman to find the right people to cut 
recltape and expedite matters. I am not sure that that would be a very 
efficient use of the staff time of a Federal regional council, is, I guess 
what I am saying. 

:\Ir. FouNTAIN. I think we have to be careful that we do not pass 
judgment too quickly, since the councils are experimenting at this 
stage. Yet, it is usPful to review their activities a they develop. 
That is what some of us on the subcommittee have been doing-trying 
to benefit from the thinking of those of you who have made special 
studie .. 

Is it your feeling that the councils have found them elYes in an 
ambiguous position? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, when the question ari. es of "'hether to . upply 
more money to , ome locality, they are in an ambiguous position. 
There are a couple of specific examples. 

A council got in a position of being an advocate for a local govern-
ment, helping the local government prepare an application for a large 
amount of Federal money, and then wa. in the embarrassing position 
of not being able to deli \'er because 0:\IB did not ··want to encourage 
sueh a demand, did not think that was ,,·hut regional council should 
be doing. 
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Ur. Fou TAIN. 0 , IB appears to Yiew the councils as a Fcclernl 
presence, maybe even a Presidential pre~ence, in thr field. Under 
present circumstances, do you see the councils e1wolving into a renl 
Pre. idential presence? If not, under "hat circumstances rnuld they? 

Dr. DERTHICK. Well, I am not snre "hat a real Presidential pre. ence 
means, or what the irnplications ,,·ould he. The ,·om1<·i.ls themseh c-,, 
of course, consist of rcpresentntives of the departments, men " ·hose 
loyalties, principal loyaltie, will continue to be to the dcpartmenb. 

The counril. coul<l become a Yehidc for the appointment of a chair-
man ,vho would represent the President or some staff who ,rnuhl 
reprn~ent the President. I think the question arises as to just " ·hat 
their functions would be, ho,,· much power they ,rnulcl hnYe, ,, hat 
would be the implications for the conduct of government if such men 
did rcprrsent tlw President. 

As I haYe alrea<ly indicnted, I do not think such Presiclrntial 
prcscnce would be ,·cry effective in resol Ying inter, gcncy conflict-,. 
Whether they would luwe other functions thnt might inteiest Con-
grrss, that is another question. 

::\Ir. Fou TT.AI T . I get the impression that yon also think it i-.;; im-
portant that Congress look nry cnrcfulJy at the cxpcrirnent , ·ith 
full-time chairmen and the use of agency funds for councils. I: thut 
right? 

Dr. DERTHICK. If I were a Congressman I think I would look 
carefully at those things, yes. 

::\Ir. FouNTAIN. What are the alternatirns to councils? 
'hould 011B establish field offi<'es to do the job? Would they be 

able to do it? Would nothing be better? 
In other word~, how can \\e best improYe coordination bet"·een 

departments an<l agencies, and between levels of government, in your 
opinion? 

Dr. DERTHICK. I suspect that the most important alternatin• to 
councils is one that is nlready in place. That is to say, unplnnned 
techniques of coordination. l suspect thut a greut Yolumc of co-
ordi.na tion is aehie,·ecl through normal J>rocessc-; of mutual adjust-
ment. That is, in time agencies do ,rnrk out dfrisions of the turf. 

I think one reason that coordin.ation or some new measure of 
interagency coordination :eemecl so important in the late 1960'. wa..., 
that there was this Vltst number of new programs and new agencies 
and new constituencies. There was H, tremendous amount of competi-
tion among new actors. In time, . ome of these conflict::, htffe snb:,i led 
as under~hwdings have been arrived at. So ordinarily the altem,1tiYc 
to a coordinating council is to let the agencie:-, work things out for 
them elve , in an ad hoc fashion with respect to particular problem~, 
and I suspect to a large extent they do. 

As to field offices for the Office of ::\fanagement and Budget, I hnn 
not inve. tigated this at length yet. I hope to. But the Bureau c,f the 
Budget did have field office ' at one time, and I think that officials in 
the Bureau had mixed experience with these, mixed feeling · nhout 
them. I u 'pect that they would not be of Yery great value to 0MB. 
I am not ure that they would produce a great. d al of information. 
They are likely to pend a fuir amount of time performirw :en-ice 
function,' for tate and local government:. 

Again, that from. omc point. of ,,iew might be good. I do not think 
that they would be v ry ·uccessful in providing interagency coonli1rn-
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tion. Again, I guess my prescription would be a kind of negative one 
that to the extent that Congress is free to do so it should avoid creating 
programs that depend very heavily on interagency coordination, and 
in large part for the rest, I think, depend upon the agencies to work 
out things in ad hoc fashion. 

This is not to say that councils are bad or should be abolished. They 
certainly do no harm, and to the extent that they can help contribute 
to coordination, fine. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you very much, Dr. Derthick. You have 
been an extremely interesting and forthright witness, and I assure you 
that your testimony will be helpful to the subcommittee. We appreciate 
your presence here today. 

The subcommittee will stand adjourned until next Tuesday morning, 
February 5, when we will hear the Under Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Mr. Frank C. Carlucci, on HEW's decentralization 
effort. The subcommittee stands adjourned until that time. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :40 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, February 5, 1974.] 



NEW FEDERALISM 

( Organizational and Procedural Arrangements for 
Federal Grant Administration) 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1974 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:25 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives L. H. Fountain, Benjamin S. Rosenthal, 
and John H. Bucluman, Jr. 

Also present: Dr. Delphis C. Goldberg and Dr. Gary Bombardier, 
professional staff members; and Richard L. Thompson, minority 
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. The subcommittee will come to order. The record 
will show a quorum is present. 

Our hearing th.is morning is a continuation of our hearings on the 
New Federalism which began on January 29. This rnbcommittee has 
traditionally taken the position that those officials responsible for the 
administration of a department or agency should have broad flexibility, 
consi.~ tent with statutory authority, to structure their organizations 
in the manner which they believe will best get the job done, and that 
the role of the Congress is then to hold those administrators responsi-
ble for results. 

This is not to suggest that we have no interest in how departments 
and agencies are organized, for we obviously are concerned that the 
activities of government be carrie<l out in a manner that promotes 
economy and efficiency. Reviewing agency operations is one of the 
major responsibilities of our committee. 

HEW is now engaged in a major effort to decentraliz~ ~nthori_ty 
from Washington to the field, and to strengthen the pos1t10n of its 
regional directors. I think it is very important that the Congress 
be fully informed, at an early stage, of the. objectives and the methods 
of such efforts. 

It is in this light, Secretary Carlucci, that we have asked ~'"OU to 
testify this morning. Decentralization, of course, is a central element 
of the New Federalism. By exploring HEW's current decentralization 
effort in some detail, I hope more light will be r::hecl on the larger 
questions raised by the New Federalism. We are therefore delighted to 
have the Under Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr. 
Frank C. Carlucci, with us this morning. 

(215) 
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Mr. Carlucci, will you kindly identify, for the record, the people 
who are accompanying you and then proceed with your statement? 
You may do so at this time. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
On my far right is Dr. John Ottina, the U.S. Commissioner of Edu-

cation. On my immediate right is Dr. Frank Groscbelle, the regionnl 
director of HEW Region IV, the Atlanta Regional Office. To my 
immediate left is J\tfr. Thomas McFee, Deputy Assi~tant Secretary for 
J\fonagement Planning and Technology, and to his left is Mr. Frank 
Samuel, Deputy A8sistant Secretary for Congressional Liaison. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a very lengthy statement because I wanted 
the subcommittee to have as complete a record as possible on this 
subject. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. If you would like to summarize it, you may do so. 
We will make the entire statement a part of the record. 

STATEMENT OF FRANK C. CARLUCCI, UNDER SECRETARY OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY DR. 
JOHN R. OTTINA, U.S. COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION; DR. FRANK 
J. GROSCHELLE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, HEW REGION IV (AT-
LANTA); THOMAS S. McFEE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 
MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND TECHNOLOGY; Arm FRANK E. 
SAMUEL, JR., DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR CONGESSIOM-
ALLIAISON 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Let me also say I am delighted to have this oppor-
tunity because I agree with you that the decentralization effort i.;; 
important and it is an appropriate subject on which this subcommittee 
can exercise oversig-h t. 

So I am very p1e~sed to be with you today. 
Before I get into a discussion of the purposes and status of de-

centralization, I would like to define two terms which have led to a 
good deal of confusion on this subject. They are terms which people 
tend to use interchangeably; and, as we use them in HEW, they are 
not interchangeable. 

I refer to the terms "decentralization" and "regionalization." By 
decentralization, we mean a delegation of program authority from a 
program official in Washington, . uch as the Commissioner of Educa-
tion, to his counterpart in a region, such as a Regional Comrni~:-.ioncr 
of Education. That delegation does not go through the HEW re~tionul 
director. With other agencie~, it may, for example, go from the Com-
missioner on Aging to his Commissioner-counterpart at the rcgionnl 
level, or go from the Commissioner on Vocational Rehabilitation to 
his regional counterpart. 

When we use the term "regionalization," we are talking about tho.;;e 
functions that accrue to the regional director. They may be program 
functions; they may be management functions uch as fmuncial 
systems or evaluation. 

So we make a clear distinction between these two functions and the 
activity that we arc principally engaged in at this point is one of 
decentralizing programs, and, at the same time, strengthening the 
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management capacity of the regional director. But not, neces arily, 
running line program authority through the regional director. 

We start out our decentralization effort by taking a look at the 
overall goals of HEW. As a major goal of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, we try to reduce the dependency of the 
citizens that we serve. In other words, to try to move them up a ladder 
that may go from institutionalization to self-sufficiency and self-
support. And, experience has indicated to us that to reduce this 
dependency, a wide range of services might well be required. Just take 
a look at a pregnant, high school dropout who may have a drug 
problem and think of the range of services that that kind of person 
might require. 

But, unfortunately, the way our programs are structured, the odds 
are often very much against that person receiving the full range of 
services. We have created, for example, a variety of single-state 
agencies; single-purpose local agencies. We have created, in effect, 
Yertical hierarchies, when horizontal partnerships may be more in 
order in order to provide that full range of services. 

We believe firmly in the concept of a Department of HEW and, 
indeed, believe in the concept of a Human Resources Department, in 
that education, health and income maintenance are related. 

I am sometimes amazed when people talk about education in 
isolation, without recognizing that the education of a child may well 
depend on the health of that child, upon his nutrition-maybe going 
further, on the home environment. Educators tell us that the home 
environment is perhaps more important than we thought it was. Or, 
to look at the equation the other way around; when the doctors tell 
u. that the future in health is in the area of preventive medicine, and 
in health education, and to try to talk about health education without 
talking about our education system in general and what role that can 
play in health education. 

So we think that these kinds of relationships have to be developed 
and fully exploited. We think that a lot of them can be developed at 
the State and local level. We think that the closer the people nre to 
the actual problems, the better they can develop these relationships. 
But, in our present system, we have quite a mix of programs. We have 
formula programs which run through States; we have project grants 
\Yhich are totally discretionary in some of the HEW agencies; we have 
different eligibility requirements; we have different audit requirement . ; 
we have different financial requirement ; we have different local 
matching requirements. The trick is to try to identify these obstacles 
and try to bring interrelated programs together. 

I visited with the Governor of Florida not too long ago. He ha. spent 
a year in just identifying the Federal obstacle to services integration. 
He is now prepared to move forward. He has spent a very long time 
just figuring out what those obstacles are. 

We, in looking at how to overcome the obstacles, are trying to 
determine at what point in the HK\V , tructure we can best proYide 
our range of services. We have some distinguishing functions. ·we 
obviou. ly have functions such as legislation, the preparation of the 
hudget, and policy formulation, which can only be handled in 
W a::;hington. 
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We are not talking about decentralizing these functions. We are 
basically talking about policy implementation and, in some instances, 
even there it may not be desirnble to decentralize that function. 
National R. & D. programs, the National Institute of Education, is a 
fairly obvious example. 

There are other programs where certain functions of which might 
well be decentralized while other of their functions remain in Wash-
ington. EssentinJly our criteria are legislative guidance with the 
prescriptions of statutes, and program effectiveness; our ability to 
develop these horizontal relationships that I spoke of earlier. 

When you talk about this, you have to consider how decisions are 
made in the executive branch of government. I firmly believe that 
decisions are not made in the executive branch by people writing 
memos to each other from a regional office to headquarters. I think 
decisions are made and programs developed and interrelationships 
developed when people sit down and talk about their programs 
together and exchange ideas. 

In order to do that, the authority of the people sitting around the 
table has to be approxim!ltely equal. If I may cite a person!ll expcri nee, 
Mr. Chairman? 

About a year and a half ago, you may recall we had the largest 
natural disaster in our country's history. The Agnes floods in the 
State of Pennsylvania, ttn area where 1 wt s born. After there had been 
a number of complaints about the delivery of Federal services, and 
after Secretary Romney had been up to look at thC' situu~ion, the 
President sent me up there in charge of our disaster relief effort, :vith 
full authority-with the full authority of his office. 

After about 3 days, I came to the conclusion that the most funda-
mental problem that I faced was the disparate decisionmaking au-
thority among the agencies. One agency could make a decision at 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa.; the next agency had to go to Scranton, Pa.; the 
third agency had to go to Philadelphia; the fourth had to go to Wash-
ington, or, indeed, several people in the same agency would have to 
go to different places to make their decisions. There was no way with 
that kind of process, I could have a constructive and productive staff 
meeting until finally I said, you are all going to come to me for 
decisions. 

That is of course an e.·treme solution. I would not recommend that 
except in dire circumstances such as we faced in Pennsyhrania at that 
time. But I think it illustrates the problem. 

Those of us here in Washington spend most of our time wori)ring 
about budget, worrying about legislation, worrying about policy. 
These things tend to dominate our lfres. ·where we have program 
implementation in Washington, the poliny considerations, the legis-
lative considerations, tend to drive out program implementation 
corn,irlemtions. 

·whereas, onr regional offices haYe the freedom to be totally oriented 
towards community problem . Indeed, their effectiveness is evaluated 
on how responsive they a.re to the community problems; whereas our 
effectiveness may be related to many different things. 

Let me now mention some of the objections that have been mude to 
decentralization. The first objection is that this is something novel and 
strange. As I am sure this subcommittee is a,v-are, it i, not . omething 
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new that has just been dreamed up by tho e of us in HEW. Indeed, 
the previous administration had some decentralization plans on HEW 
programs, with some program decentralized since their inception. 

The President also announced decentralization as a major policy 
of his administration in March of 1969. What we have done, though, 
in HEW, is make a co\1certed effort to explain both to the Congress 
and to our employees what we are doing in decentralization, so that 
they can understand our goals and know how they relate to these goals. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I have three documents 
that I would like to submit for the record that we have distributed 
to HEW employees which lay out our prou-ram in some perspective. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Without objection, they vill be made pnrt of the 
record. 

[The documents referred to follow:] 
[N OTE.-Te.·t for inserting document. into the record. Also nppears on page 

13 of prepared stntement, although RD role paper is not mentioned there.] 
The thr c papers arc: 

1. Secretary Weinberger's March 6, 1973, l\Icmornndum on Decentrali-
zation; 

2. )iiy March 2G memorandum on dcccntraliz:1tion; and 
3. A paper expln.ining'the role of the HE"\Y Regional Director. 

THE SECRbTARY OF Ih.;ALTH, EDUC.\TION, AND \VELFARE, 
TVashington, D.C., Jl,farch 6, 1973. 

1\li~l\lOH.\NDU:>.1 FOR AssIST.\NT SECRET.\RIES AND AGENCY HEADS 

Subject: Decentralization 
I hnvc observed thnt public organizations function best when dcci..;ion nrn.J-ing 

authority i placed as clo . ..;c as pos:-;ihlc to the point where services arc actuall~· being 
performed. This is particulnrly true of large rwencie · such us the Depnrtment of 
Health, Educ:.tion, and "\Yclfarc that administer national program..., through field 
orgnnizations. 

In his directive of February 29, 19frl), and in subsequent :c;tatemcnt-, the Pre.-i-
dcnt has urged that depn.rtments and agcncic · engaged in the udministr:ttion of 
social progr:1ms or the provision of m, ·i ·tancc to State and loc, 1 govNnments 
decentralize th •ir management. o a' to improve their effectivcne-..· and to facilitate 
the coordination of Fcdcrnl activities in the fi(,ld. While irnportan pro,rre.., .... ha 
been made in nchicving the decentralization sought by the Pre ident, much re-
mains to be do e. Thi· is especially true in the Department of Health, 1•,dueation, 
and Welfare. The Department must . tc;> up its efforts to make decentralizntiou 
a reality. 

By decentralization, 1 mean the pbcement of authorities heretofore retained at 
headquarter:-:; in the h:rnds of regional officials of the Department so th:1t tho,·c 
official' can deal directly nnd ..;jg 1ifica11tl;v with , 't. tc and local government::; and 
other~ who do husine.-s with III~\\'. The'(' is nl.-o a need for effective colbborntion 
with the regional representatives of other departments and agencic~. Thi can 
take place only when the people working on the scene can net definitively in the 
names of their agencies. 

\Ve should not impo:e upon those who ·eek to decentralize the burden of pro\'ing 
it efficacy. 1t ,vill be the policy of the Departmmt to decentralize unle :- the1e 
is convincincr evidence that such decentralization i5 incompatible with law or 
effective admini!'\tration. 

In thi · re~,ud, I plan to assnre that the authorit. · of the, ecretary is dl e;i:ntcd 
within the Department to the maximum c.· ent compatible with hw and I fferti\'C 
direction and control. Gener!1lly, this will entail initial drlegt tions to th A, ~~,tt,nt 
Secretaric · and to the head.-, of the program agencies of the Dcp:utn ent. These 
officials in turn will he expected to eff ct redclegation.- to th appropri. tc field 
officials wherever practicable. Exception.- will he made ouly where the nat me of 
the function doc;:; not lend it elf to decentrnlized administration. For ex:nnplc, 
it may be nee ,.-sary to exempt certain type..; of re:Parch and dc\'clopment or 01 her 
proce. se · that, by their nature, are mo~t efficiently performed in a :--inglc location 
and, thus, do not lend them, clvc· to decentralized management. 
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"'hen an Assisttmt ecretary, Agency Head, or program manager exercises 
direct supervision over a regional activity or organization, delegations will be 
made to the appropriate field level under the- :upervhdon of the agency. At the 
.-ame time, we will be reviewing the authority of the Department's Regional 
Director' to identify functions which can be best administered through field 
officials reporting to the Recretary. 

·ncter a deccntrnlized management . ystem, the headquarters . taff will be 
ahlr to focus attention on the dc\·elopment and evaluation of policies and program: 
associated with the mission of the Departrnc-nt. Each official concerned with the 
implementation of decentrnlization should, therefore, make certain that the 
h adcpw.rters staffs are streamlined and redirected to reflect the changes in 
functions bring performed. Th field offices are to be given the staff, grade str 1c-
ture, and other resources which they will need to exercis their enhanced authority. 

I recognize that a number of program' have already been deccntrnlized and 
that additional actions are undPrway. \Ve must, howpver, accelerate our efforts. 
I shall expect that the programmatic and administrative authorities of the Depart-
mc-nt .'hn.11 be lodged in regional officials as rapidly as orderly administration will 
permit, except where an exception is . pecificnlly granted by the 8ecretary. Each 
Agpucy Head and As.'istant Secretary is to provide me not later than Mn:v 1, 1973, 
with a plan of how he intc-ndR to implement this prcJO'ram. This plan should also 
include provision for the reallocation of resource - to the regions cornrnernmrate 
with the realignment of programs and workloads. 

\Ve cannot afford to place decentralization low in the ordc-r of our management 
prioritiPs or permit it to be-come a subject of debate and inaction. For this reason, 
th progress which you make in the months ahead to foster meaningful decentral-
ization will be one of the primary indicators by which your effccti\·enes: a ' 
mmutgers will be judged. 

I shall look to the ndcr Secretary, assisted by the Assistant Secrc-tary for 
Admini:-;tration and thr Deputy Under Secretary for Regional Affair::;, to provide 
more detailed guidance n.nd to work with you in assuring the timely execution 
of the decentralization program. 

C .\SPAR W. ·wE1 BJmGJm. 

MARCH 26, 1973. 
To: A -si-,tnnt Secretaries, Agency Ile::td.- , Re 0fonal Directors, Office Heads. 
From: Under Secr0tarv. 
'ubject: Decentralizat.ion. 

In his March 6 mc-morandum, the Secretary communicated his position on 
dec<'ntralization policy and strategy. The purpose of my memorandum is to 
clarif~, what will he expected from you, particularly in completing your l\1ay 1 
implementation plan for decentralization. 

PROGK\MS 

E,·ery program, indicate-ct hy its Ol\IB number, should be accounted for in 
yonr plan. Programs :hould fall into one of th<' following categories: (1) those 
already included in current priority plan-,, (2) program-; already fully decentralized 
nccordin~ to the criteria described below, (:3) those programs which will be 
decentralized (including those that now arc only partially decentralized), and 
(4) propo. ed exceptions. 

In devr>loping decentralization plans, the following definitions should be 
understood. Regionalization is the strengthening of th<' Office of the R<'gional 
DirC'ctors to accomplish ovrr~U effective management and coordination of Federal 
activities in the field. Decentralization is thP movement of the federal role to the 
Rep;ional Offices or, more -pecifically, the tran.-f<'f of certain headquart<'rs function..;, 
anthoritie. and rc.,ourcc-s to their field co1mterparts. In formula program: whNP 
state participation is legislated, these programs arc not considered d<'cc-ntralized 
until appropriate federal rc.-pon.-ibilitie: have been transferred from headquarter: 
to thP regions. 

It is important to recogniz that decentralization is not . imply th<' movc-mcnt 
of functions to the regions, hut is al"o th<' strPngthening of thos<' f1mctions r<'-
rnaining in headquarters. For an cxamph•, c•fforts :-.hnuld he made- to dC'vt>lop 
within hPadquart r:-,; sophisticated, ev:iluativc and reportino- mechanisms which 
·will facilitate effective regional operation·. 



221 

FULL DECENTRALIZATION 

A fully decentralized program generally conforms to the following models: 
Discretionary Programs 

Headquarters responsibility.-National long-range planning; legislative de-
velopment and Congressional liaison; establishment of broad policies and prior-
ities preparation of the budget; overall program monitoring and evaluations; 
criteria for funding and resource allocation; development of program policy, 
regulations, and project guidelines; determination and allocation of personnel 
to regions; collection of information of national significance, issuance of reports, 
dissemination of information; training and developmental assistance to regions. 

Field office responsibility.-Review and processing of applications (new and con-
tinuations); response to inquiries regarding specific projects input into training 
plans; final grant application or loan approval/ disapproval authority; final 
funding approval/disapproval authority grants administration; services inte-
gration and coordination at the state and local level; settling audits and moni-
toring flow of funds; monitoring and evaluation of specific projects; collection of 
program and fiscal data; provision of technical assistance and other services to 
grantee; provision of information and dissemination of effective projects; input 
into headquarters budget formulation, planning, program evaluation, and policy 
development, reports issuance, etc. 

FORMULA PROGRAMS 

Headquarters responsibility.-Long-range planning; legislative development and 
Congressional liaison; establishment of national policy, program regulation , and 
guidelines; collection of information of national significance, issuance of reports, 
dissemination of program information; such fiscal responsibilities as may be 
necessary to allocate monies to Regional Offices and/or states; determination and 
allocation of personnel to regions. 

Field office responsibility.-Review and approval/disapproval of state plans 
or preprints; awarding of grants; programmatic and fiscal monitoring and evalua-
tion of state efforts as reflected in plans and/or preprints; provision of technical 
assistance; response to inquiries, dissemination of information; input into develop-
ment of national policy and budget formulation; fiscal responsibility as may, 
where possible, be more effectively administered from regonal level (allowable 
state expenditures based on conformance with plans or preprints). 

PARTIAL DECENTRALIZATION 

A partially decentralized discretionary program is one in which all field office 
responsibilities outlined above are in the field with the exception of the final grant 
approval/disapproval and/or final funding approval/disapproval. 

A formula program is considered partially decentralized when all field office 
functions are in the regions except approval/disapproval of State plans and/or 
(awarding of grants.) 

It will be the policy of this Department to decentralize all programs unless 
there is convincing evidence that such decentralization is incompatible with the 
law or effective program administration. Written justification should be explicit 
as to which responsibilities are to remain in the central office, the complete 
reasoning behind such a recommendation, and what other program responsi-
bilities can be reallocated to the Regional Offices. If a legislative obstacle exists, 
a complete legal opinion should be provided. Where obstacles can effectively 
be changed, a plan for such action should be included. 

EXEMPTED PROGRAMS 

Exceptions will be made only where program functions do not lend themselves 
to a decentralized administration. Programs excluded should meet the following 
criteria: 

Research programs requiring national competilion.-Resen.rch programs with a 
national scope mn.y be excluded from full decentralization in order to assure 
the widest possible competition. Even in nn.tional scope programs, however, some 
functions should be considered for tran fer to the field, e.g., technicn.l a:-; istance, 
preliminary review, monitoring, and dis emination. In less competitive research, 

33-159-74--15 
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where the focus is on developing ways to meet the social needs of a given arf'n.. 
agencie. should further decentralize authority and resources such as gn1,nt review 
and approval. 

National direct service programs.-Programs providing funds directly to indi-
duals, snch as student assistance or social security, probably can h<> t be admin-
istered by a central check writing facility although eligibility may be determined 
locally. 

NONACCl~PT.\BLE EXCEPTIONS 

Certain factors, such as tho. e outlined below, may dela)r, but do not prevent 
dec<"n trnlization. 

Programs/new initiatives.-Central planning and policy developnwnt are 
required when new programs arc established. However, this should not preclude 
immediate placement of some functions and positions in the region:4. Case:-. "·here 
delay is required will be exceptional and will require documentation and approval. 

Contrary policy/legislation.-Central decisionmaking, such as the use of coun-
cil review, may be mandated by legislation. In such cases, the appropriate legisla-
tive changes should be proposed as part of the decentralization planning proces:-.. 
HEW policy impeding decentralization should be reexamined and revi:-ed. 

External consideralions.-Resistance to change may come from special interest 
groups and the Congress. In those cases, agencies and OS will work on a ca.·c-
l1y-case ba. is to facilitate understanding and resolve concerns. 

OS STAFF FUNCTIONS 

Every major function performed by an OS staff or administrative office should 
also be addressed so that appropriate delegations can be made to the Regional 
Offices. Plans should be of the same detail as required for agf'nc)· plan,-. 

DEVELOPMI..:NT OF D8ClrnTRALIZATION PLAN 

The Secretary hus a:;ked that each agency head and a~sistant secrPtnry provide 
him with a plan of how this decentralization mandate will he implemented. 
The plan is to hr completed no later than May J, 1973 and should be a compre-
hensive plan, not a "plan to plan." 

Plans should br . pecific and outline all required steps to implement decentral-
ization, all individuals responsible for a given step, the specific functions to be 
delegated to the rep;ions, the reallocation of resources, and the realignrnC'nt of 
programs and workloads. The plans should also identify the numhC'r of staff 
currently in headquarters, the number to be reallocated to the regions, and when 
the:'le positions will be moved. In addition, specific provisions should be made for 
involving the regions in the planning and implementation process. 

It is the responsibility of agency headquarters and OS offices to provide the 
fiC'ld with the neccs. ary policies, standards, and procedure. to in~ure the proper 
administration of decentralized programs. 

The Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management and the De put)· 
Under Secretary for Regional Affairs will assist me in providing more detailed 
p;uidance and assistance to you in planning for and executing the I <'partment':'l 
decentralization program. A is now reviewing those decentralization plans alread)r 
submitted and will communicate with you directly regarding thC'ir :-;uitahility. 
In addition, A will continue to review progress on the total agency pbns re-
quired by the Secretary's memorandum of March 6. A's decentrnlization acfrvities 
will be coordinated with the Deputy Under 8ecretary for Regional Affairs nnd 
reviewed regularly with the Secretary and myself. 

FR.\.NK C. C .u tLuc c r. 

frLY 17, 1!)73. 

Tm~ RoLE OF THE REGIONAL DrR1-; cToR IN 'I-HE DEP.\.RTMENT OF H E \.LTH, 
EDUCATION, AND \VELF.\.RE 

The positi0n of R<'ginnal Director has existed in the DC'partrnC'n t of lIC'alth, 
Education, and ·welfare' since that Department was estabfo;hrd in 19.'53. In recent 
)"Car . . thP Regional DirC'ctors hn.vc h<'<'n gaining in importance in the m:tnag<'ment 
of the Department and havP hcC'n progressively acquiring additional function. 
and responsibilities. This proce. s has hcf'n accE'lerated since ~ecretary WciHherg-er 
and -Under Sccr<>fary Carlucci took office. It is c.·. cntial, therefore, that the 
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Department take stock of what has been happening to the functions and effective-
ness of its Regional Directors and articulate the role which these officials o;bould 
be expected to play in the future management of the Department. 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE ROLE OF DEPARTMENTAL REGIONAL DIRECTORS 

In the early years of the Department, the so-called Regional Directors were 
distinguished chiefly by the inappropriateness of their titles. They directed little, 
if anything, and were chiefly administrative services officers with assorted cere-
monial and representation functions. Their impacts varied with the personalities 
of individual Regional Directors and the attitudes of a succession of Secretaries. 

Until recently the opportunities open to the Regional Directors \F'r<' circum-
scribed by the centralization of programmatic and administrative authority in 
HEW, by staffing limitations, and by reporting channels which placed the Regional 
Directors under the supervision of the Assistant Secretary for Community and 
Field Services. The management environment in which HEW Regional Directors 
carried out their limited functions during the early years of the Department has, 
however, significantly changed. New circumstances have already had a demon-
strably impact upon what the Regional Directors are doing and have opened 
opportunities for further strengthening their role in the management of the 
Department. The principal development which have influenced the need for func-
tions of the Regional Directors are the following: 

1. Interrelationships between HEW programs have become increasingly evi-
dent and complex. There is little need for a Regional Director in a department 
in which substantive programs can be ,eparately admini tered and impinge on 
few, if any, of the other activities of the department. There are, in fact, certain 
departments in the Executive Branch (e.g., Treasury, Justice, and Commerce) 
whose current missions entail field operatiorn:; so discrete that they have not found 
it necessary to provide for regional departmental officials of any kind. Instead, 
they utilize the separate field services of a number of bureaus or adminh,trations-
each of which looks only to the headquarters for oversight. 

In the early years of HEW, the relatively small number of comparatively ~imple 
programs made it possible to rely upon the individual program agencies to handle 
the management of their field activities with little dependence upon departmental 
regional officials. This was true to :-mch an extent that quei;tions were frequently 
raised as to the viability of the Department and the need to place health, 
education, and social welfare programs under a single Secretary. 

A large number of new Racially oriented programs were approYcd during the 
1950's and 1960's and with them came a realization that the Department mu t 
come to grips comprehensively witl the human resources needs of the nation. 
Such an approach necessarily places emphasi on integration and coordination 
of services and the development of strategie to which several Departmental 
elements must make contributions. Thus, IIEW has evolved into a Department 
with complex programmatic interfaces in the field and the Regional Offices of the 
Department have begun to reflect thi fact in the way in which they now function. 

2. Increasingly, the Federal Government has turned its attention to buttreRsing 
the units of general government, and the executive and legislative officialR asso-
ciated with such units. Traditionally, Departmental program agencies have 
dealt with functional departments, chiefly at the State government level. These 
relationships have, at times, not only undermined the cohesivenci-:s of Depart-
mental strategies but have served to weaken the impact of governors, mayors, 
and other officials charged with general government at the State and local levels. 
A combination of reform of State, municipal, and county government and a 
conscious Federal attempt to enhance the role played by general unit::,. of govern-
ment now make it difficult for the field commissioners ot the program agencies to 
represent the Department within the Federal system. The result has been an 
increased need for a general Departmental official, namely, the R gional Director, 
to assume responsibilities relating to intergovernmental relations. 

3. The Federal Assistance Review program launched in March 1069 provided 
for standard regional boundaries, designat d ten Federal R<'gional hradquarters 
cities and establishc-d Federal Regional Councils. 'ince the major grant administer-
ing agencies were given membership on the Hegional Councils and w0re required 
to exercise that membership through a :ingl0 Departmental official, the interagmcy 
coordination re, ponsibilities of the R?gional Directors were imrnediat<'ly enlarged. 
For a Regional Dircct01 to he effective as a Council mcmbrr it became e:-:-,;ential 
that he be able to brii g about internal IIEW coordination in support of Regional 
Council activities. 
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4. Decentralization was emphasized by the President in his March 1969 direc-
tive and became an objective of the Federal Assistance Review program. HEW has . upported decentralization as a means of improving the timeliness and quality 
of services to State and local governments and to the public at large. As decentrali-
zation has progressed, the number of actions susceptible to effective coordination in the field has increased. The only official of the Department in a position to assme that such coordination takes place is the Regional Director. 

THE CURRENT STATUS OF THE REGIONAL DIRECTORS 
The Regional Directors have gained significantly in stature and influence as a result of receiving additional responsibilities, the improved staffing of regional offices and the various developments which now require greater reliance on a representative of the whole department in each of the regional headquarters cities. In this process the Regional Director has acquired the following important authorities and resources: 
1. He is now the equivalent of an agency head in that he has direct access to the Secretary and Under Secretary and to the other principal officials of the Departmept. The position of Assistant Secretary for Community and Field Service has been abolished and a staff office of Deputy Under Secretary for Regional Affairs has been established to assist the Secretary and Under Secretary in regional matters and to a sure that the views and needs of Regional Directors are considered in headquarters deliberations. 
2. The Regional Director is rapidly gaining the administrative and managerial resources required for effective participation in the management of the Depart-

ment's field activities. The bulk of the personnel function has been placed in the Regional Director and a similar consolidation is taking place in the area of public affairs. The creation of the post of Regional Comptroller will greatly augment the Regional Director's knowledge of fiscal programs and enhance his opportu-
nities to intervene constructively in budgetary and financial matters. It is expected shortly that the Regional Director will be supplied with program evaluation, management information, and management analysis capabilities. Regional audit, legal and logistics staffs are also available to assist the Regional Director in his general management role. 

3. Programmatic responsibilities have also been placed selectively in the Regional Director. These include programs under the headquarters cognizance of the Assistant Secretary for Human Development and selected additional functions such as those relating to skilled nursing facilities. It is possible that these programmatic responsibilities will be augmented in ways consistent with law in areas in which it is not practicable to achieve desired results through the individual program agencies. The Regional Directors have also recently been accorded sign off authority for a large number of the Department's grant in aid programs. 
4. As the Regional Offices grow in strength, they have also acquired an ability to supply certain administrative services more efficiently than would be possible through separate units under the field commissioners of the agencies. It is expected that this internal service and support role of the Regional Offices will continue to expand. 
5. The Regional Director has progressively become the unchallenged repre-

sentative of the Secretary within the Region. The Regional Commissioners of the agencies already look to him to handle relationships with units of general 
government. In turn, governors, mayors, and other State and local officials are coming to rely on the Regional Director as their point of field contact with the Department. The Regional Director is also becoming more helpful to members of Congress in matters affecting the districts and States within his region. Finally, 
he is emerging as the public affairs spokesman of the Department in the field. 

6. The Regional Director has become, to a certain degree, the eyes and ears of the Secretary in the field. The role he already plays in the Operational Planning System (OPS) of the Department is being strengthened and redirected. He also has many sources of intelligence coming from his relationships with other agencies and State and local government. Ile is in a position to draw upon the r'esults of 
Regional audits and he will soon be equipped ,vith enhanced evaluation capability. 

THE EMERGING ROLE OF THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR 

The Department now needs to take note of the current place of the Regional 
Directors in the management system and to adopt workable concepts as to their 
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role. It is proposed thnt in their emerging role the Regional Directors will have 
the functions and responsibilities ummarized below. 
1. Representative of the Department 

The Regional Director should be consistently affirmed as the Secretary's repre-
sentative in the field-a role supported by the fact that he is the only field official 
with direct access to the Secretary and Under Secretary. All other field elements 
should look to the Regional Director as the Department's spokesman and repre-
sentative on matters which do not fall exclusively within their technical program 
responsibilitie and which may, therefore, have an impact on other activities of 
the Department. The Regional Director should represent the Department in 
contacts with elected officials in his region. He also personally serves as HEW 
representative on Federal Regional Councils and along with other appropriate 
regional staff participates in Federal Executive Boards. 
2. Provider of Administrative Support 

The efficient rendering of administrative services is one of the least important 
of the roles of the Regional Director from the standpoint of Departmental effec-
tiveness, but since the Department needs regional offices for other purposes, they 
should be utilized for such support responsibilities when indicated by considera-
tiom; of efficiency. It mnkes little sense to have separate, inefficient administrative 
services units serving program agencies in the field when the Departmental re-
gional headquarters can take advantage of economies of scale. In rendering ad-
ministrative support, the Regional Director will be expected to see that it is 
equitably provided to all elements served by his office. 
3. General Manager 

The Regional Director should be looked to by the Secretary as the field official 
concerned with fostering effective management throughout his region. In this 
role, he will work with the variom; Regional Commissioners to assist them in 
improving the quality of program administration. Ile will also be responsible for 
identifying problems requiring headquarters action and assuring that information 
and recommendations are presented to Washington. A further extension of his 
managerial functions is that of the Department's principal planner and evaluator 
in the field. The RD assumes full responsibility for the coordination of such 
activities. In discharging this responsibility for fostering effective management, 
he will utilize the full gamut of managerial, analytical, and evaluative tools at 
his disposal and will be encouraged to work with all concerned officials of the 
Department. In fostering good rnan:1gement, he does not, however, assume the 
direct line responsibility for substantive program decision-making except in those 
instances in which this responsibility has been specifically lodged in him. 
4. Program Coordinator 

Whenever HEW programs administered by more than one program agency 
need to be coordinated or sequenced in the achievement of Departmental purposes, 
the Regional Director will be responsible for assuring that such coordination takes 
place. In this capacity, he will convene the appropriate field officials and establish 
such task forces, communications arrangements, and procedures as appear 
warranted. Once again, the Regional Director does not assume the programmatic 
respon ibilities of agency field officials. He does seek to assure that those responsi-
bilities are discharged in a manner conducive to a coordinated Departmental 
effort. If he cannot bring about the desired results, he is expected to bring the 
problem to the attention of appropriate headquarters officials. 
5. Program Director 

The issue of the optimum degree of Regional Director involvement in substan-
tive program operations has been much debated in the Department. It appears 
most appropriate that, in the context of the present stage of organizational 
development, the Department should take a pragmatic and evolutionary approach 
to the assignment of program responsibilities to the Regional Director. It should 
avoid simpli tic solutions and instead seek to define RD responsibilities in a mode 
which be ·t enhances his ability to achieve effective management and coordination 
of program activity in the Region. 

Therefore, selection of those programs for which RD should be given direct 
line authority should be made deliberately, taking into consideration the limits 
of his staff resource. and the demand of his other rcsponsibilitie for Departmental 
representation, general management, administrative support, and program 
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coordination. This will mean that in most instanceR, given present organizational 
considerations, technical programs falling squarely within the central mission of an 
operating agency should be administered by that Agency through its own field 
officialR, subject to the RD's responsibilities as defined above. However, in those 
cases where a variety of Departmental programs impact upon certain groups in 
the population or where the nature of the program precludes its effective adminis-
tration through the vertical channels of program. agencie. as now constituted, it 
may be appropriate to lodge line program authority in the RDs. The decision to 
admini._ ter programs of the Assistant Secretary for Human Development through 
the Regional Director is consistent with this approach since they generally relate 
to groups which cannot be effectively dealt with through separate bureaucracies 
with health, income maintenance, or ocial welfare perspectives. It is also possible 
that other broadly-oriented programs such as those relating to manpower training 
and development will eventually have to be placed under the line supervision of 
the Regional Director. 

In addition, the placement of programmatic responsibilities in the Regional 
Director may occasionally prove necessary because of the limit,ations of existing 
headquarters units or the weakness of their field components. Conversely, it is 
always pos ·ible that as the organization of the HEW headquarters is strengthened 
and as decentralization progres. es, it will become possible to move line authority 
over selected programs from the Departmental Regional Directors to the field 
reprc~entatives of program agencies. The Secretary and Under Secretary are in 
a position to assure at all times, within the flexibility given them by law, that the 
locus of program direction is placed where the results will be most beneficial to the 
public Rerved by the Department. 

The Regional Director in organizing his office should take care to assure that 
all his reRponsibilities receive balanced attention. The Regional Director should 
distingui h between the staff in his immediate office who assist him in his general 
management, support, representation and evaluation functions and the program 
units under his direct line authorit)r. He should aRsure that his direct responsi-
bilities for selected programs do not divert his attention from concern with the 
total effectiveness of the Department in his Region and that even-handed support 
and assistance is provided for all programmatic field activities regardless of the 
degree to which he is in the line. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. The second misconception that exi ts with regard 
to our decentralization effort is that somehow we are engaged in a 
wholesale shifting of HEW employees from Washing ton to the 
regional offices. 

'To the contrary we have spent a considerable amount of time in a 
very careful planning process, in dialog between the Office of the 
Secretary and the various involved agencies. At a maximum, we would 
only be talking about transferring 1,400 positions to regional offices. 
And, based on prior experience, that may come down to some 700 
employees, probably a lot less, that would be moving out of the total 
HEW complement of 126,000 employees. 

The other misconception is that somehow we are adding an extra 
layer by decentralizing. To the contrary, the purpose of decentraliza-
tion is to remove a layer. Right now, in most programs, the initial 
point of contact is at the regional office. They help with the proce sing. 
But with a centralized program, the final cleci ion has to go through 
to Washington. 

We are talking about putting the authority-, final authority, for 
whatever function it may be-whether it is an audit function, technical 
as. istance function, or a signoff function for a grant-in the regional 
office so that we can get quick, final response from that regional office. 

We are also talking about giving the regional office the resources to 
carry out that authority. 

Another objection that follows along with the extra layer miscon-
ception is that we will not have consi ·tent policy in regional offices if 
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we decentralize. Of the roucern.' tha,t lrnve b en raised, I think this i::-; 
perhaps the most seriou .. It i an is 'UC that we do have to a<ldre::-;::-;. 

·we have to addre .. it by improving our communications ·with our 
regional office; by making sure that our regional directors understand 
policy; by more frequent regional directors' conferences; by truinin~ 
programs; and by evaluating our regional office. ; all of which we nre 
doing and I think experience ha indicat d that where you make a 
major effort to keep regional office informed of policy, you can have 
policy consistency among region . 

Let me now addres' . ome of the specific questions that you asked in 
your letter on where we arc and on how much decentralization will cost. 

Decentralization, as I indicated, has been an ongoing proces for 
. ome time in HEW. Of the 300 HEW programs, approximately 94 are 
presently decentralized; 16 more programs have been proposed for 
decentralization by the various agencie, during the course of the pa 't 
year. 

The Office of the Secretary is al.'o presently looking at 37 additional 
programs to see if some of their functions could be decentralized as W<'ll. 

ince ecretary ·Weinberger and I have been in HEW, which is 
approximately a year, 2:3 functions have been decentralized: 18 of those 
in the Bureau of Health Manpower Education and 5 in the Office of 
Education. 

In terms of cost, our original estimates were that we would Hpend 
ome $3 million on planning and analysis. As of January 1, we had 

spent some $666,000 for planning. We had also pent some $447,000 to 
move . ome 75 people to the field. I t.l1ink those co. ts need to be put 
into ome perspecti\"e. 

Fir t, the people who are engaged in the planning of decentraliza-
tion arc people who 110rmally have as their responsibility numugement 
improvements in HEW. o thi is just an ongoing a. pect of their 
work. 

Second, I would like to emphasize that we have nev r advocated 
detentralization as a great economy measure. Indeed, you may find 
that initially your <'osts are up. However, o\·er the long run, yon can 
prohnbly save .'Orne personnel cost by eli}:ninating ln,yen; in 
·w ashington. 

\Ve have bused our case principally on increased progrnn. effeeti\·e-
ne!--s. ::\1oreover, when you look at costs, you have to look at cerb1in 
ofl\.;ets ·uch a possibly reduced travel; and, you have to look at the 
eosts to some of the grantees. Not long ago I visited the Watts .Neigh-
borhood Health Center, and found that the principal isHnc the)' 
wanted to di:--euss with me was their attempts to put tog ther vvith 
their comprehensiYe program, a <lrng abuse program and an alcoholism 
program. 

They pointed ont that their bu. ic grnnt from HE\ T came from the 
San Francis('O office, but the drug, and nlcoholism grant::; could onl.\· 
be obtai1,ed in Vt1shington. Furthermore, they were all on a differ"nt 
funding cvclr. 

Con:-:eqt1cntly, they ,vcre unable to put together a coor<linatcd 
program without frcqncnt trip. back and forth to \Vu hington an<l S· n 
Ii ran<'isro., 'o, when you look at the costs, you lrnve to look n,t the co:-,b 
in term.' of not only 11E\Y employees, bnt in term. of the inconrnnic ice 
that the di ·paratc H,uthoritie::; er ttte for :,OffiC of onr grant Cc . 
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In summary, Mr. Chairman, we think that decentralization properly 
done-and I would underscore the words "properly done"-and 
we are going about it in a very careful way, can enhance our ability 
to carry out the congressional intent. And in conclusion, let me stress 
this point. 

We intend to abide very closely to the statutory prescriptions and we 
intend to continue to be as responsive as we can possibly be to the 
Congress. Indeed, we think that decentralization can improve our 
responsiveness to congressional requests. As far as we are concerned, 
if an individual Member of Congress has a question about a particular 
program, he can go either to the regional office or to Washington 
headquarters and we will try to supply him with the information he 
needs directly. 

That conc1udes the summary of my prepared testimony, Mr. Chair-
man. I, a1ong with my colleagues, are prepared to answer any questions 
that you might have. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Thank you very much for your thought-provoking 
statement, which specifically outlines a number of objections that 
have been raised and briefly responds to them. 

I may say for the benefit of those present that my questions, and 
perhaps the questions of other members and the staff, will be designed 
to clarify the issues, and should not be construed as an indication of 
the feeling of the Chair about any particular approach to the decen-
tralization process. Sometimes we have to play the devil's advocate 
in order to really get to the meat of the subject. 

Before we discuss your testimony, Mr. Carlucci, I do have two 
questions to ask regarding previous testimony that we have had. 
Last week we heard testimony from Mr. Frederic V. Malek, who is, 
as you know, Deputy Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, regarding the Federal regional councils. 

In the course of his testimony, he cited the work of the councils 
with management information systems as an example of fruitful 
activity. In discussing that with him, we had occasion to make refer-
ence to a study that was recently completed for you regarding regional 
operations in Dallas. The report notes that "the RGIS system is 
not now functioning in a way which provides useful or timely output, 
and the reports we got from those working most closely with the system 
did not present an optimistic outlook for the early resolution of its pro bl ems." 

What is your position with respect to that statement in the report 
as a valid assessment of the current status of the RGIS system? 

Do you stand by that statement in the report? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. Chairman, let me put the report in perspective. 

Some time ago I began to wonder about our system for evaluating 
regional offices. Consequently, I decided that I would set up a formal 
evaluation system by handpicking teams that would go out to regional 
offices and look at the office in its totality and see that the policy that 
the Secretary lays down is being implemented in an efficient and con-
sistent way. 

This was the first such study. I was very pleased to see that the 
tudy highlighted problems. Indeed, that is one of the purposes of 

it. And when these problems are highlighted, we take action. 
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Let me point out that the RGIS study i a pilot study. It is designed 
to see if RGIS can be effective; also the purpo e of the pilot study is 
to iron out some of the bugs. 

We think there are problems. Overall, we think the RGIS system 
has potential. As a result of that study, we have put together a team 
that is going out to look at some of the bug which e entially relate 
to the forms a submitted through the A-95 process and how they 
get into the computer in a timely fa hion. 

We think that the bug can be worked out. And we are till hopeful 
that this pilot tucly which is being conducted in two region , Bo ton 
and Dallas, can in the long run prove to be effective; because we do 
know one thing. We know that there is a tremendous demand, both 
on our parts and on the parts of State and local government, for more 
timely and accurate information on Federal grants. 

Let me ask Mr. McFee if he would care to elaborate on what I 
said. 

Mr. McFEE. Mr. Chairman, I think the Under Secretary adequately 
explained that RGI is in the pilot pha e. It i undergoing the kind 
of te t and the very shakedown proce that we hope will uncover 
the problems that we need to correct either in the system design or 
in the concept itself. 

I know the subcommittee is concerned with the po sible differences 
between the optimistic outlook on the process on the part of 0MB 
and our observations of the current situation. 

May I say the 0MB evaluation which wa done la t fall mo tly 
involved interviewing people and collecting subjective judgment. 
on the succe of the system. Con equently, we have no analytic 
evidence whether the y tern will or will not be succes ful. 

We recognized this, and for those of us that are in the computer 
and information y tern bu ines , we realize that this type of evalua-
tions can be misleading. So we have scheduled a very thorough 
8Y terns evaluation, including such things as simulation of workloads 
to find out at what point the y tern breaks down. 

We are doing a very careful analy i of the pilot before we make 
any deci ion , either jointly with 0:\IB, to expand this to other 
region or to apply it to other aspects of HEW. 

Mr. Fou TTAIN. Then, I take it your po ,ition i that O:\IB wa 
overoptimi tic? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. l\Ir. Chairman, I do not know if we ought to char-
acterize 0MB as overoptimistic. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. This i , a more appropriate question ina much 
as this is a pilot program. 

:Mr. CARLUCCI. Ye., sir. 
Mr. FouNTArn. What i your po ition a to whether or not it i 

providing useful information? Thi report would seem to indicate 
otherwi e. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. At thi point in time the information i., not a 
11. eful a. we would de~ire it to be. There are bug, in the . ystem. 
We think that the pilot project has good potential, and we arc going 
to work as vigorou ly as we can to iron out the bugs. 

I, for one, am grntef ul to the team for pointing tlfr out in the 
report to me. 
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:\Ir. FouNTAI . I assume that should the pilot program, or efforts 
to iron out the bugs, not prove successful, then you would terminate 
it? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I have two memorandums that I would like to put 

into the record which were supplied to us in connection with this 
report. 

The memorandums describe the purpose of these reviews as pro-
viding yon and the Secretary with sound information regarding 
regional operations. 

[The memorandums referred to follow:] 
DEPARTMENT OF' HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARI<~, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRET ARY' 
Washington, D.C. July 23, 1973. 

MI<JMORANDUM FOR TUE UNDER SECRETARY 
Subject: Evaluation of Regional Administration 

In the Friday, July 20 meeting of the Departmental ::\Ianagement Council, 
we had a brief discussion of mechanisms to assure that the Secretarv and 1:nder 
Secretary were kept fully informed concerning the qualit~, of the performance of 
the Regional Directors and problem which might be emerging in the regions. 

As a part of our decentralization planning, all of the normal trappings for ow'r-
seeing the stewardship of regional officials are being put in place. These include 
the establishment of DUSRA, which is an immediate staff arm to you and should 
keep you constantly informed, the holding of Regional Director.;, Conferences 
in which you exercise direct and personal leadership, the installation of manage-
ment information systems, the Departmental audit program, the new investiga-
tory function, the evaluation functions which are being strengthened and artic-
ulated by Bill Morrill, and the in-puts from other Assistant Secretaries and Agency 
Heads who are observing various facets of field administration. 

I am inclined to agree, however, that even taken collectively, the in-puts from 
these systems and sources may fail to provide the Secretary and you with the kind 
of integrated picture of what is happening in a region which you may need as the 
general managers of the Department. I briefly mentioned that in the highly de-
centralized FAA system, it was eventually necessary to create an Office of Ap-
praisal, which among its various functions, undertook comprehensive reviews 
through team visits of the management of FAA regions. The Office of Appraisal, 
on the whole, has worked rather well (depending on who has headed it) and has 
not interfered with the other FAA institutions such as the Office of Audit and the 
Office of Investigation and Security. 

I do not, however, recommend another appraisal organization in HEW. In-
stead, I suggest that you take a leaf out of the management review provisions of 
Circular A-44. This would entail a program for the cyclical apprai. al of regional 
managements to be performed by specially constituted review teams. You would 
appoint these teams and they would report to you and the Secretary. 

A regional review team would be a balanced group including repre" entation 
from such offices as that of the Deputy Under Secretary for RC'gional Affairs, 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Assistant Secretary for Adminis-
tration and Management, and the Comptroller. The Chairman of each team 
would be selected by the Under Secretary primarily on the basi of per~onal 
ability to lead the team rather than the organization from which he ·would be 
drawn. 

On the basis of experience with comparable efforts, the team wo tld touch ha:"'e 
with appropriate Washington officials to obtain their asses ment of th0. effC'ctive-
ness of the region being reviewed and to identify incidents and situations which 
warranted special attention during the on-site phase of the apprai"al. Th" team 
would then proceed tot.he reirion, where it would spend up to two weeks cond 1cting 
intervie-ws with regional officials includin~ the field commissionern of the afH'ncies, 
and would discrC'etly touch baPe with other Regional Council agencic>,:; and officials 
of state and local governments. The 011B staff working directl:· with thP region 
would also be consulted. Documents relating to important or difficult problems 
being handled in the region would be e.·arnined. 

The appraii,n,l would also be carefully designed to afford regional official,:; the 
opportunity to idC'ntifr and document problem beyond the direct control of 
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the Regional Director. Inadequacies in followthrough on decentralization, 
staffing and funding problems, difficulties ,vith particular headquarter- offices 
would be looked into from the regionrl per:-;pective. Thi - important facet of the 
evaluation would give the Regional Director an excellent means of highlighting 
thing which needed to be done in the headquarters to improve the quality of 
regional admini-tration. 

Upon the completion of the on-site review, the team would rough out its a;;-;css-
ment of the management of the region, would develop observations and recom-
mendations, and would have a di. cussion with the Regional Director. The report 
would then be completed in Washington and would be made available to the 

ccretary and U ndcr Secretary as a team product. 
It i to be expected that not everyone will welcome management reviews of 

the kind described abov . Very few people enjoy being audited and there will be 
fears, at least at the out ct, that a regional review program will generate ~criou,' 
anxieties or dissensions within the Department. I think these fean:; can be over-
come once a number of regional reviews have been successfully completed and 
their value as a tool of Departmental manao-ement has been demonstrated. 

Objections to a regional management review program can be le::;:o.ened in its 
initial phase if it is made clear that this kind of general management audit 0·oes 
hand in hand with delegation of broad management authority and that the 
reviews will take place on a regular ba. is and will apply to all regions. We should 
be careful to make it clear that the region selected for the first review wa' chosen 
. imply b cause we had to . tart . omewhere and not becau. e the Department felt 
that the region'R management wa, particularly deficient. 

If you wish, I'll distribute these thoughts to the members of the Departmental 
Management Council for discu .. ion. The idea could al. o be taken up at a forth-
coming Regional Director' Conf ere nee. 

ALAN L. DEA ' 
Special Adviser lo the Under Secretary. 

THE u DER SECRET.\RY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C., September 24, 197u. 

MEMORANDUM FOR Ass1sTA TT SECRETARIES AND AGENCY HEAD 

ubject: Regional Management Review Program 
The Regional Management Review Program (RMRP) i:· establi hcd a~ one 

means of improving the quality and effectiveneR of rcgi'onal operation .. Given 
the major steps the Department is now taking in the direction of decentralization, 
thi kind of management tool is eH. ential. The RMRP will he admini ·tered from 
my office and involves the u c of r view teams who c leaders and member' will 
be appointed by and r port directly to the Under Seer tary. Reviews will be 
conducted on a cyclical ba. is and each regional office will be reviewed at lea. t 
once every two year . It i my plan to conduct the first revi win October of this 
year. 

The directive s tting forth the . pecifications of the R:\IRP is attached for 
your information. Please note that members of the rc>view team:-; will he drawn 
from all areas of the Department including regional officeR. As , tatcd in the 
directive, team m mbers will rotate after each review, although in . ome in,.;tancc' · 
a team m mber may . erve through more than one review to help as lff<' con-
tinuity. I would appreciate recPiving your personal recommendations of individ-
uals on your staff who can contribute effectively to th review either a, lt>aders 
or a. members of review t ams. 

ly Ex<'cutive Af-si.:tant, Wilmer (Bill) Hunt, will serve a: the contact pcr:on 
in my office for this Program. Kindly submit your recommendation · to his 
attention at your earlic. t opportunit)·. 

I count on your full cooperation and support. 

FH.\.'K C ,\HLUCCI, Under ,c · tary . 

• UPPLK\tE, T.\L I ESCHIPTIO,· OF Tug •'TEP T ,\KE.' .\T T.\TIO,'.\L L ;n:L To 
Coo1wr. ·,\TE • l1rnrc \JU; A ·D 11EDIC.\ID PROGH,L r · 

A major portion of 1 he cnordination between ::\lcdican' nnd • l"dic:.1id relate· to 
devc>lopment of 1,rogram polici •s for long-term car<' ins ti tut ion:. ThP re. pon-.ibility 
for this coordination is as igncd t0 the Office 01 :Xur-.ing llomc Affair, und<·r the 
A:si 'tant, ecr tary for Ilenlth, with . uh queut handling of r<'lcvant i-..-.u ;-; by the 
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Interagency Coordinating Committee. Attached is the 1973 Annual Report on Implementation of the President's Nursing Home Initiatives which de cribes in detail the coordination between the Medicaid and Medicare programs in this area. For other program policies and for operational coordination of providership, coverage, benefits and reimbursement procedures, coordination functions are established in the two central office operating agencies: the Social Security Administration (Bureau of Health Insurance) and the Social and Rehabilitation Service (Medical Services Administration). Coordination is also accomplished by the agencies' respective regional components, or between the fiscal inter-mediaries and the States, as appropriate to the particular matter involved. The Division of State Operations, BI-II, SSA, and the Divh,ion of Program Monitoring, Medical Services Administration, SRS. each maintains a staff for across-the-board direct interface and coordination. These staffs provide a mutual €xchange of technical program information, discover and report program disjunctures and contradictory program effects, and mediate coordination between other components of their respective agencies when nece:::;sary. 

Compatible providership and provider certification procedures are worked out formally between the Division of State Operations, BI-II, and the Medical Services Administration. Employment of a common State surveying agency in each State, which is now mandated by law, helps to coordinate procedures for provider certification. Joint BHI-MSA policy statements are frequently issued regarding these procedures. 
Reimbursement policies devised by the Division of Provider Reimbursement and Accounting Policy, BI-II, are referred for concurrence by the Office of the Commissioner, MSA, or vice versa. Medicaid utilizes the same cost reporting forms as Medicare for inpatient hospital services, determines allowable inpatient hospital costs in the same manner, and applies the same inpatient hospital cost finding and apportionment procedures as the Medicare program. The amount that is actually paid under the Medicaid program may not exceed the amount that would have been paid using Medicare principles of reimburse-ment, but may be less if so established by the individual State. Therefore, any regulations and other pertinent material which might have an effect on the Medicaid program are routinely submitted to SRS by the Medicare program for review and comment. Also, the Medicare program has been working closely with SRS and the FDA to develop regulations to implement the Department's recently-announced policy on drug reimbursement. 
States purchase Medicare coverage for eligible members of designated coverage groups. Procedures for identification of individuals who are eligible under both Medicare and Medicaid are handled by the Division of Systems, BI-II, and the HI regional representatives under terms of contracts between SSA and individual States. Procedures for processing claims for individual eligibles under both pro-grams are coordinated informally by the Division of Systems, HI regional offices, and the States. Issues related to general title XIX policy in the recipient eligi-bility and claims payment areas, or related to interface and compatibility between Medicaid and Medicare computer systems, are coordinated between the Divi:::;ion of Systems and/or Division of Technical Policy, BI-II, and MSA central office. The programs' respective regional office collaborate in the surveillance of State agency performance. Fiscal intermediaries and States themselves collaborate on cross-over claims, cost reviews and provider audits, there being an organized procedure for interchange of financial information. Part of this procedure i a waiver of administrative charges to a State Medicaid program for furnishing Medicare claims data if the State participates in an integrated claims proces ing system which includes claims payment determinations and, when applicable, data processing functions. Twenty-eight States have also signed common audit agreements with 42 fiscal intermediaries, and agreements are being negotiated with 13 other States and the District of Columbia, in which charges for fur-ni hing data are reduced to encourage the elimination of duplicative effort. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I have a econd question relating to previous testi-

mony. I note in your statement that you endorse the Joint Funding 
Simplification Act. 

Do you have a copy of that bill? 
Ur. CARLUCCI. Ye , ir. 
Mr. FouNTAir. I wonder if you would tell me whether or not your 

DeJ?artment ha any problem with section 6(b) relating to project 
review. 
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What is your position on this ection? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. Chuirmnn, we would favor the inclusion of this 

, ection, but we recognize fully that this is a section that would have 
to be implemented with considerable discretion. 

In HEW, for example, we have a very large number of advi ory 
committee and I cun recall te tifying before another Government 
Operation subcommittee about 2 years ago about the number of 
advisory committees in the Federal Government as a whole. 

ome of tho e advisory committees are of a highly technical nature; 
others are not of a technical nature. I think in the implementation of 
this provi ion, you would have to take that fact into consideration. 
For example, I would not conceive of circumstance under which we 
would waive a technical review by the cancer advisory committee. 
On the other hand, I might conceive of circumstances where another 
agency, a lead agency in a jointly funded project, might have a :uit-
able review for a health services program or a vocational education 
program. Or there might be a similar advisory body in HEW that could 
fulfill that function. 

In any event, I think that in implementing this section or any kind 
of proposal of this nature, we would simply be looking at administra-
tive efficiency and would not in any sense of the word try to u e this 
section to alter the program or to move away from legi. lative intent. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. The subcommittee has received a statement from 
Prof. George D. Greenberg of the University of Michigan which, 
without objection, will be entered in the record. 

[ ee appendix, p. 313, for Profe sor Greenberg'. tatement.] 
Mr. FouNTAIN. In his statement, Dr. Greenberg ugge t that 

decentralization can be employed either a. a strategy to fo ter in-
crea ed secretarial control over the Department by tran ferring 
authority from specialists in Washington to generalists in the field, 
or a. a strategy to make the Department more respon ive to its 
constituencies, particularly State and local general purpose govern-
ment . He maintains that decentralization cannot achieve both of 
these objectives, at the same time. 

What i HEW's purpo e, in the context of hi the is? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. I am not sure that I understand Dr. Greenberg. 

If he is saying that you cannot have secretarial authority and still 
serve your constituency, I would di 'agree with him very strongly, and 
that is what he eems to be aying. 

In terms of the pecifics of hi comments, let me empha ize that we 
are transferring program authority from speciali ts in Wa hington to 
specialists in the region. ; and functions that . hould be performed by 
speciali t will be performed by peciali. t ; functions that should be 
performed by general administrators will be performed by admini -
trator whether it i here in Washington or in.the regions. 

This is one of the rea. on why I indicated that we are looking at the 
management capability of our regional director o they can perform 
the e generalist function . But, anything that i appropriately a 
specialty will be handled by peciali t in the region. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. At lea. t for the moment I would agree. It might 
be developed with further tu<ly, but there i no rea on why you can-
not increa e control and at the ame time make the Department more 
respon ive. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. It i. one of the goal of the ecretary to make the 
Dep~rtment more re ponsive. 
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l\Ir. FouNTAIN. Inasmuch as Dr. Bombardier has done some re-
search in this area, I will ask him to comment. 

Dr. Bo"i\rnARDIER. Dr. Greenberg's study was made prior to your 
appointment. It notes that the Office of the Secretary of HEW has 
been very hedged in by the Congress by delegating authority to 
program specialists rather than to the Secretary directly. 

What Professor Greenberg was trying to get at is this. It has been a 
strategy employed by some Secretaries in previous periods to break the 
control of the program specialists and to get secretarial input into the 
decisionmaking process by transferring authority from specialists in 
Washington to the HEW regional director who is, of course, responsible 
to the Secretary and the Under Secretary. 

On the other hand, you may simply want to transfer authority from 
W a.shington to field specialists, hoping that they would be more 
responsive to general purpose State and local government under the 
broad authority of the regional director. 

What we are particularly interested in finding out is whether this 
is an endeavor to gain control of your Department. Do you look at 
this a.s a way to gain control over your Department, or do you look 
on it as a way to make your Department more responsive to State 
and local general purpose governments? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. The phra e "gain control" has a pejorative note to it. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. You already have control here in Washington, 

do you not? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, we have control. What we are talking about is 

essential in management, too; and if management equates with 
gaining control, all right. Yes.We think this is good management. 

In terms of Dr. Greenberg's thesis, I find Commissioner Ottina as 
equally responsive to me as is Mr. Groschelle. Both of them have 
specialist working for them. 

Further, in terms of the specifics, I indicated at the outset of my 
remarks that we are presently looking at decentralization as opposed to 
regionalization. That does not mean that there are not some areas 
where we do want to put direct responsibility with the regional 
directors. 

Let me cite an area, because I think it is a very serious case. Thi is 
the area of nursing homes. We ran a survey the other day and found 
that some 59 percent of the skilled nursing facilities in this country 
do not meet the life safety code standards, and, we continually read of 
nursing home fires where the elderly arc killed. 

As I looked at HEW and tried to figure out how to deal with this 
problem, I found that we have pieces of programs all over the place. 
We have medicare out at social security. We have medicaid in SRS. 
We have an Assistant Secretary for Health who presumably has ome 
responsibility. We have a Commissioner on Aging who is interested in 
the problem. 

And as we developed standards and tried to determine how we 
would enforce those standard , how we could work with the State on 
enforcement of the . tandards, I found that there was only one place 
that I could turn in the regions. There was only one person who 
could pull together-that was the regional director. If we continued 
to go the fragmented route on that particular issue, we were going to 
continue to have disasters-nur ing home fire . 
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So there are areas where we will put program authority directly in a 
regional director, but only where that makes sen. e programmatically. 
If the function can be more effectively handled by a regional com-
missioner and the specialist under him, that i~ where it will go. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Carlucci, you indicated in your statement that 
the regional administiator has responsibility for coordinating various 
Federal programs in his area. 

I think it would be useful for us to know what procedures you have 
in effect to insure that similar or related programs are coordinated to 
the ma:\.imum extent possible at the national level. 

For example, will you provide for our record, and make any com-
ments that you care to now, a supplemental description, of the steps 
that have been taken at the national level to coordinate, insofar as 
feasible and appropriate, both the rnedicaid and rnedicare programs? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. I will be delighted to provide that statement. 
[The information referred to follows :1 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PRESIDENT'S NURSING HOME INITIATIVES ANNUAL REPORT, 
1973, FOR SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

PREPARED BY OFFICE OF NURSING HOME AFFAIRS, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HEALTH, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, DEPART-
MENT O'F HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, JANUARY 1974 

OF1~1cE OF NuRSING Ho1vm AFFAIRs/PH8 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HEALTH 

BACKGROUND 

The thrust of the Office of Nursing Home Affairs in 1973 was to continue to 
coordinate the overall Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's programs 
and efforts toward nursing home and long-term care improvement in this country. 
Thi Office has worked closely with the Regional Offices, as well as with the 
various agencies concerned at the national and regional levels. Among the DREW 
agencies involved in this coordinated effort have been the following: Bureau of 
Quality Assurance, Health Services Administration; 1 National Center for Health 
Statistics, Health Resources Administration; Bureau of Health Services Research, 
HRA; National Institute of Mental Health of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and 
Mental Health Administration; Administration on Aging, Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Human Development; Office of Facilities Engineering and Property 
Management, Office of the Secretary; Bureau of Health Insurance, Social Security 
Administration; and Medical Services Administration, Social and Rehabilitation 
Service. Other Federal agencies involved have been the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development and the Veterans Administration. 

Major efforts in this last year have included: enforcement of standards, imple-
mentation of the Life Safety Code, development of new standards, surveyor 
training, provision of technical assistance and provider training, research and 
development, consumer and provider liaison, and development and utilization of 
data systems. 

STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT 

New Standards 
A new single set of regulations to cover skilled nursing facilities (SNFs) 

(formerly extended care facilities under :Medicare and skilled nursing homes under 
Medicaid), as mandated on passage of the Social Security Amendments of 1972 
(Public Law 92-603), was- publi hed under notice of proposed rule making in the 
July 12, 1973, Federal Register. Thi document was prepared, under coordination 
by the Office of T ursing Home Affair::;, by an interagency work group from the 
Bureau of Quality Assurance, Health Services Administration; Bureau of Health 

1 Note: HRA, !ISA and ADAMIIA de1ivcd in late 1973 from the former Ilealth Services and Mental 
Ilealth Administration. 
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Insurance, Social Security Administration, and the l\Iedical Services Administra-
tion, SRS. Early in this process, all national health-related professional organiza-
tions and other Federal agencies were consulted about the proposed revi ions as 
they relate to their special interests. Sixty da:vs were permitted for public comment 
on the published document, resulting in hundreds of letters from health-related 
professional organizations, public interest and patient advocacy groups, and 
individuals-all of which were reviewed in detail. Also reviewed and responded to 
in detail were recommendations received through special hearings on Trends in 
Long-term Care of the U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging before the 
Subcommittee on Long-term Care on October 10 and 11, 1973. 

BQA staff worked closely with BHI over several years in updating and revising 
the Medicare regulations for home health agencies, which were published under 
notice of proposed rule making in the September 18, 1971, Federal Register. 
Following extensive work to coordinate the format and language in the document 
with those adopted in the meantime in revision of other provider regulations, 
final conditions of participation for home health agencies were published in the 
July 16, 1973, Federal Register. In addition, staff served in a consultant capacity 
to MSA in its recent development of regulations for home health services under 
Medicaid. 

At the request of MSA and ONHA, and under ONHA's direction, BQA assi ted 
MSA in developing new regulations for intermediate care facilities, a new category 
of provider institution in the Medicaid program, created by an act of Congress in 
1971. 

ONHA had conferences with a number of provider and citizen groups to receive 
and discuss their concerns for both SNF and ICF requirements. 
Enforcement of Standards 

In an initial survey made in 1972, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Health assisted SSA and SRS in insuring that States had the necessary adminis-
trative mechanisms to survey and certify nursing homes and that all Title XIX 
homes were properly certified. As a result, over 500 nursing home agreements 
were terminated for not meeting Federal standards. This survey provided a basis 
for further monitoring for State agency certification activities. As a result of 
Public Law 92-603, a single State agency must conduct these surveys of both 
Title XVIII and XIX homes, further ~trengthening the process. 

Regional Directors have been delegated the responsibility for survey and 
certification for long-term care facilities in their regions, specifically, for enforce-
ment of all Title XVIII and XIX SNF/ICF regulations. They also have authority 
for termination and approval of provider agreements under Title XVIII, as well 
as authority to approve waivers of the Life Safety Code under Title XIX. 
Implementation of New SNF and ICF Regulations 

A single statement of standards for SNFs for Title XVIII and for new standards 
for ICFs were published in the Federal Register on January 17, 1974. Guidelines 
for implementation are being developed, and orientation workshops are being 
planned in conjunction with BQA, BHI and MSA to provide continued technical 
assistance to the Regional Offices and State agencies in carrying out their responsi-bilities. 

As a result of public comments, several new requirements are being proposed 
for addition to the conditions of participation for skilled nursing facilities, that 
is, medical direction, extended registered nurse coverage, discharge planning, 
and protection of patients' rights, through a later issuance of notice of proposed 
rule making in the Federal Register. 

The Office of Nursing Home Affairs was established to provide a Departmental 
focal point for standards enforcement and facility improvement activitie . Meet-
ings with the Regional Directors' Long-term Care coordinators will be held 
several times this year to promote Regional Office/Central Office coordination 
in this area. 

LIFE SAFETY CODE 

A major effort was initiated by ONHA during 1973, aimed at improving the 
enforcement of Life Safety Code requirements. Baseline data from certification 
files were obtained and analyzed. State enforcement programs were asses ed and 
State surveys were checked on a sample basi . . The ba. eline data gathered will 
assist the Regional Directors in assuming their re ponsibility for approving and 
terminating agreements with Title XVIII Skilled Nurning Facilities and for 
approving waivers of Life Safety Code requirements for all SNFs. 

.. 
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Also in 1973, cour es for approximutely 600 State fire safety surveyors were held, with the as i tance of the National Fire Protection Association. Depart-mental workshops have been held on the application of Life Safety Code require-ments and documentation of findings. 
Now that the Life Safety Code survey initiated by ONHA has been completed and results forwarded to the Regional Directors, ONIIA will attempt to improve compliance by requiring the regions to submit quarterly reports on these activitie . . Another major effort in fiscal year 1974 will be in surveying Intermediate Care Facilities to insure that they comply or will be able to comply with Life Safety Code requirements. 
The President recently signed S. 513 into law (Public Law 93- 204), authorizing the Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development to make commitments to insure loans made by financial institutions or other approved mortgagees to nursing homes and intermediate care facilities to provide for the purchase and installation of fire safety equipment necessary for compliance with the 1967 edition of the Life Safety Code of the National Fire Protection Associa-tion or other such codes or requirements approved by the Secretary of DHEV{ a conditions of participation for providers of services under Titles XVIII and XIX. The Director of ONIIA is chairing an IIEW/IIUD task force to develop an interagency agreement to make the program operational by '.larch 1, 1974. 

SURVEYOR TRAINING 

The Health Facility Surveyor Improvement Program, a comprehensive and ongoing activity, wa instituted in 1970 to improve the interpretation and uniform application of Federal health care standards by State agencJ personnel through training and evaluation of individual surveyor performance. Its primary objective is to support and strengthen the certification process by insuring that those indi-viduals responsible for its administration have the skills and knowledge neces-sary for them to function effectively. These university-based courses have provided career ladders for health facility surveyors through basic, advanced and super visory courses. By the end of December, 1,819 State and Federal personnel, representing all disciplines associated with nursing homes, had been trained. Surveyor Inventories have been made at regular intervals since 1969 to more clearly define the surveyor population and its needs. 
HSFIP Coordinators have been functioning as effective focal points in each region since 1969. 
A major goal of this program for the coming months will be to conduct a com-prehensive evaluation of surveyor training activities. This will include evaluation of current training programs, assessment of skills and knowledge needed at various levels of the surveyor career ladder, and a recommended training model to fill the training needs thus identified. This will allow for a regional reevaluation of the goals and priorities of HFSIP and permit redesign of the integrated surveyor training program as necessary to fill the provider certification needs identified in the evaluation. 
Courses will continue for new surveyorn and to update tho. e presently employed, with specific emphasis on Life Safety Code requirements of the new SNF and ICF regulations. Specialized training, such as in provider consultation, will be offered in 197 4. It is estimated that 350 additional surveyor personnel will attend courses in fiscal year 7 4. 
Contracts are being developed for training personnel in the development and management of Professional Standards Review (PSRO) in response to Public Law 92-603. Regional focal points have recently been named. 
A new Surveyor Inventory, for completion in fiscal year 74, is underway and will compliment a State personnel profile currently being developed by BQA and BHI. 

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

(BUREAU OF HEALTH SERVICES RESEARCH, HRA) 

In July 1973, a reorganization abolished the Health Services and Mental Health Administration and created in its stead the Health Resources Admini tration and the Health Services Administration. A Division of Long-Term Care was created in the Bureau of Health erviccs Research of the Health Re ources Ad-ministration. Specific functions tran ferred to the Division include long-term care research and development activities previously carried out hy the former National Center for Health Services Re earch and Development. It also included those 
33--139-74-16 
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activi ic. conducted by thr former Community Ile,llth, 'ervice thnt were designed 
to improve the qualit:v of care in ambulatory and home health services and in 
nur.:,ing homes through con:-.ultation, technical assi:t:.mce and training directed 
to upgrading the performance of long-term care per. onn<?l, and through creation 
of new servicef-> that incorporat~ innovative concept'. Following pa~sage of Public 
Law 92-60:3, the Division \\'U8 also given lead responsibility in the development of 
demon tration and experiments to te. t the propo. ed new option relating to 
reimbursement under Medicare and ledicaid for long-term care through u e of 
intermediate care facilities, homemaker service and day care. 

The Long-Term Care for the Elderly Re. earch Review and Advi ory Com-
mitte continued to s rve a ' a formal grant review panel and, on an ad hoc ha:-;is, 
continued to as. i t in the review of outcome. emerging fron, ongoing proj ects. 
In addition, the document entitled "Long-Term Care of the Elderly: A Research 
'trategy," prepared by the committee and staff served as the ba is for on-going 
planning and di cussion. In continuing to implement the Pre id~nt's Nur,'ing Home Improvement 
Imtiative of 1971, training activities were developed in 1973 through short-term 
contract efforts at the national and State level:,,. 

Contracts provided for a wide iange of training approaches and were de igned 
to demonstrate the value of new methodologies. All categories and levels of nur ing 
horn~ personnel were trained through ther,e program.' . 

Contracts were awarded to five national organizations to provide: (1) training 
for . ocial work designec. and consultants to meet the human and ocinl needs of 
long-term care facility pati~nts; (2) geriatric training for licen ed practical nur e. 
and licensed vocational nur:-.e employed in nursing homes; (3) pharmacy training 
for nursing homes; (4) continuing education on social components in long term 
care facilitie ; and (3) development of training materials for reality orientation 
therapy. Five State-based contracts were awarded, designed to upplement other training 
activities for nursing home personnel within the State. of California, Colorado, 
Mississippi, Utah, and Washington. 

A new approach was initiated ba ed on the concept of a nationwide long-term 
care education system with six contracts. These regional center.· are training 
provider personnel in their re pective geographic area .. The training centers 
will utilize career ladder concepts and involve a broad range of innovative teaching 
techniques to be provided at all academic levels-commencing at the high school 
level and using local educational institution , including community colleges. 

Also in fi cal year 73, program areas of special emphasis were initiated. Spe-
cifically, six purchase order were developed to ascertain the problems of minority 
clientele and providers in upgrading the quality of care in nursing homes serving 
predominantly minority groups. 

The Division of Long-term Care's training efforts have resulted in the training 
of 14, 45 long-term care provider personnel. Of this number, 2,074 were trained 
through national organization contract efforts, 2,237 through State contracts, 
which the remaining number trained through Regional Office involvem nt with 
, tate and local organization . A total of 1 3 course. were offered with content 
including, but not limited to, pharmacy, medical record , adminh,tration, nur'ing 
s<>rvices, hou ekeeping, dietetic. , inservice education, . ocial work, and physical 
therapy. To coordinate the e effort. in the Regional Office. , Long-term Care Education 
Coordinators have been functioning effectively in each region. 

In fiscal year 74, training activities will continue through the u e of hort-term 
contracts and purcha e order at N ationnl, Regional, and tate levels. 

pecifically, a new approach to training based on the concept of a nation-wide 
lono--term care education . y:tem using long-term care institution8 as setting ' for 
training, will be expanded to include the remaining four DREW RegionH. (IV, V, 
VII, X). These regional center:' will not only provide direct training opportunitie. 
for per. onnel in their geographic area · but will help them develop their own 
capability to continue provi. ion of that training on a fee-for-training ba is when 
Federal fund are di continued. 

Fiscal year 74 plan: n1:::-o call for compl tion of the cycle of utilization of national 
prof <",,-ional oraanizations to conduct training program.' de. igned to upgrade cure 
in the nation'.' nur:::-ing home:. This plan \\ill involve th American Dietetic 
As ·ociation (dietitian and food . ervice . upervL'or) and the merican Medical 
Record A ':ociat . (medic:11 record clerk · and librarian ) . The plan will al. o 
include a follow-up to the A:\IA training con tract of fi .,cal year 1972 which will 
involve tate medical as ociation in provbion of training in the "role of the 
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medical director." This i, of . pecial :ignificance in li~ht of recent Federal r<'gula-
tions which will require skilled nursing facilities to employ a mcdic·ll director. 

The rural nur:e aide ha: al ·o been designated a-; an area of program cmphasi!-:i 
in fiscal year 1974. 8pccially, we plan to support ~cveral (3-4) rural State nursing 
home or professional associations in sponsoring :hort-term training actiYitie.-
for nur:e~ aides emplo:n~d in nursing home,; in rural areas becam,e most training 
opportunities are offered in large urban areas and arc therefore out of reach for 
mo,;t rural-based nurses' aides. 

On the ba is of our fiscal year 197a feedback rC'garding its positive impact, 
our fiscal year H>74 plan calls for continuation of Regional Office allocations to 
assist them in meeting educational n°eds in their rcsprctive areas. Areas of Rpecial 
intere't for program development in fiscal year 1974 include establishment of a 
long-term care media center which will s<>rve as a central repo.-itory for the training 
and educational materials developed through contract so that these materials 
will be more readily available to providers throughout the country. Another 
priority area involves a plan to evaluate the training contracts impact on the 
attitudes, skill, dcvrlopment and behavior of the special training and educational 
needs of minority nursing home clientcle and providers in upgrading quality of 
care. 

To date, in fiscal year 1974 (July 1 to November) 10, 7:'>9 provider pcrRonnel 
recC'ived training. Of this number, 120 received training through National pro-
fessional organization contract efforts, 3,109 through State-ba ed contracts with 
the remaining number 7,.'j30 trained under Regional Office auspices. Over 107 
courRes have been offerC'd in such fields as nur ing, pharmacy, social work, dietary, 
hou.;ckeeping, activities and reality orientation. , 'hort-term training for nursing 
home per:'lonnel, establi:hed a a keystone in the federal effort to upgrade nursing 
home care will continue. 

TR.\INlNG AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

(N.\TION.\.L INSTITUTE OF MirnT.\L HEALTH, ADAMHA) 

The National In:,;titute of Mental Health ha also instituted a strategy of 
pro<rram development for hort-term training in the mental health aspects of 
long-term care. It b based on several general principle which, although commonly 
accepted in the mental health and continuing education fields, require demonstra-
tion in the long-term care field. An underlying assumption, or operational philos-
ophy, is that a vast amount of experience and resources are available in the 
Nation; and the task is to effectively link these resources to meet the training needs 
at hand. NIMH's immediate goal is to demonstrate a, variety of linkages of mental 
health, continuing education, and long-term care resources to incrca e knowledge 
and ·kill of caregivers to improve the p ychosocial aspects of caregiving, thus 
improving the quality of life of long-term care facility re. ident . 

In June H)72, five training contract were negotiated to demon ·trate a variety 
of model of linka<r . between long-term care facilities, mental health agencie.-, 
and continuing education programs. In June 1973, three of the e contract were 
renewed for fiscal year 1974, and an additional contract wa negotiated to demon-
strate the role of the community college a the continuing education link, e pe-
cially in a rural setting. 

In September 1973, a follow-up Conference to the May 1972 Conference was 
held, bringing together two representatives each of national profc. sional organi-
zation which have member/practitioners in the long-term care field. The pur-
poses of the Conference were to identify the mental health aspect of professional 
practice that arc common to all the organizations and to stimulate increa. ed 
attention to mental health continuing education program ·within and among 
the disciplines. 

In fLcal year 1973, NI::\IH Regional Con. ultant.- concentrated on identifying 
nc<'d. and capabilitie · within the State. nd Regions they serve. (Each consultant 
serYe two RegionR.) During June to December 1973, consultants provided tech-
nicnl a .. si ·tance to ,"ta.te and community agencies and facilities, and have imple-
mented training actiYitics in , 'tate., providin<T consultation and u ·ing the pur-
cha-;C' order m chanism to provide financial assistance a: appropriate. In many 
in. tanccs, the NIMII nnd the Lon<r-term Care l!Jducation Re 0 ional Coordinator· 
have collaborat d in program development and . upporL activitic· in order to 
maximize limit d resourcrs. In June 197a, NI1111 participated in the review of 
proposal' from several Rep;ion.- for th c'tnhlishment of Hc~ional Training Centeri4 
aud .-ub ·equcntly jointly funded four Center·. Regional Nii\lII Con 'Ultunts will 
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assist the Long-term Care Coordinn.tors in monitoring the contracts and in pro-
viding technical as istance to the several Centers. 

As a part of the Regional Office strategy for 1974, Mental Health Program 
Development Conferences are being planned a a mechanism for bringing together 
appropriate Regional, State and local personnel to explore needs in a given service 
delivery area for purposes of discu sing and mapping out strategies for meeting 
defined needs. 

As the State mental hospitals increase their utilization of nursing homes and 
related long-term care facilities as community-based placements for discharged 
patients, increased attention will be given to involving the State mental health 
agencies in direct training activities for long-term care personnel. NIMH will play 
a key role in strengthening the linkage between psychiatric treatment facilities, 
especially State hospitals, and nursing homes to: (1) increase the capability of 
nursing homes to receive and adequately meet the needs of mentally ill persons; 
and (2) improve the referral mechanisms between these two types of facilities. 
Involvement in this area will be a major activity of the Regional Consultants for 
this year and next. 

In addition to utilizing the Mental Health Program Development Conference 
mechanism to strengthen Regional Office capabilit:v, the Nursing Home Improve-
ment Consultant and the Associate Regional Health Administrator for Mental 
Health may use funds, at their discretion, to support, activities which are unique 
to program development needs of the Region or an individual State and directly 
related to the Nursing Home Improvement Program. 

A new element being introduced to the short-term training strategy is the 
development of training aids and materials. Two major activities are currently 
underway, one jointly supported by HRA and NIMH. A contract with the 
American Hospital Association is underway (negotiated in the spring of 1973) to 
prepare audiovisual-programmed materials for Reality Orientation Training. 
During the spring of 1974, NIMH will issue a Request for Proposal for a training 
film based on the manual "It Can't Be Home," DHEW Publication No. HSM 
71-9050. This publication is designed as a guide for assessing the dimensions and 
components of residential care which enhance the fulfillment of the residents 
physical, social and emotional needs. 

The Division of Manpower and Training, NIMH, is undergoing a redefinition 
of mission and a redirection of program thrusts to provide a closer linkage of 
training programs to the service delivery systems. Funds will be reprogrammed 
for more broad-based manpower development activities as opposed to discipline-
specific long-term training program support. 

The NIMH program development goal will be to more closely integrate the 
Nursing Home Improvement Program into the overall mental health manpower 
development strategy, at the State, Regional and Headquarters levels. Specific 
project funds will be utilized to support projects designed to develop or strengthen 
the capacity of the long-term care service delivery systems to meet their own 
training needs. A major staff activity will be to provide consultation and technical 
assistance to the field, utilizing the knowledge and experience gained from the 
demonstration projects. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Through contracts and grants, studies are being conducted by the Division 
of Long-Term Care in the broad areas of: (1) quality of care; (2) assessment 
of alternatives to institutional care; and (3) data collection. 
Quality of Care 

Projects funded to study the quality of care include a project conducted by 
Rush-Presbyterian-St. Lukes Medical Center in Chicago. Entitled "Objective 
Scales for Measurement of Quality Care and Life in Nursing Homes and Other 
Long-Term Care Facilities," this project as assembled and pilot tested objective 
scales of patient needs, institutional environment and patient placement in the 
long-term care field in order to a ess their validity and reliability. The final 
instruments and the re. ulting quality construct should prove to be effective 
tools for use in the regulatory mode by urveyors to ascertain the quality of care 
provided by a given institution based on the needs of its patient population. 

A project at Harvard will develop and demonstrate a system for assessing 
the status of patients in long-term care facilities using as a basi the Classification 
Instrument produced under a previous NCHSR&D grant. The same Clas i-
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fication Instrument is being utilized at Johns Hopkins to determine patient 
profiles, assess patient care needs and develop the protocol for producing care 
plans. Guidelines for review of the appropriations and extent of services provided 
will be developed from the comparison of these care plans with observed patterns 
of services. The guidelines wiU then be tested for applicability for Professional 
Standards Review Organization use. 

A grant with Michigan State University is developing outcome measurement 
indices to be used in experiments and demonstrations to be conducted under 
Section 222 of Public Law 92-603, dealing with day care services, homemaker 
services and intermediate care facilities. 
Alternatives to Institutional Care 

Efforts in carrying out the tasks for developing alternatives to institutional-
ization in 1973 progressed along three avenues: sponsorship of extramural demon-
strations and evaluation projects; intramural staff effort in review of the litera-
ture and ummarization of expert opinion; and particularly in the areas of home 
care and day care, technical assistance to other Federal programs and to public 
and private agencie and organizations concerned with these subject areas. 
A project awarded to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has been de igned 
to test whether social and other support services can provide a more desirable 
setting for the patient and a less costly alternative to institutionalization for 
elderly and disabled adults. Support for thi project was also provided by the 
Administration on Aging. Other projects jointly funded with the Administration 
on Aging include those which focused on specialized boarding homes, surrogate 
families, and alternative systems of care for the aged. 

Expert opinion was obtained at a workshop in alternatives to institutional 
care undertaken by the Long-Term Care for the Elderly Research Review and 
Advisory Committee. 

Work relating to development of the proposal designed to test the feasibility and 
cost effectiveness of the option for intermediate care, homemaker and day care 
services, as called for in Section 222 of Public Law 92-603, included development 
of state of the art papers on the three component services, development of a 
research plan, and drafting of a Request for Proposal. Assistance to Division 
staff in reviewing and extending the work was provided by a Coordinating and 
Technical Work Group comprised of representatives of the office of Policy Analysis 
and Research, Office of Nursing Home Affairs, Bureau of Quality Assurance 
(IISA), Social Security Administration, Social and Rehabilitation Service, 
Administration on Aging, and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health 
Administration, as well as selected Division staff. 

In an effort to obtain definitive information on the current status of day care, 
a purchase order was negotiated with Levindale Research Center to conduct an 
in-depth programmatic review of selected Day Care Centers, and to analyze and 
interpret the findings, with emphasis on implications for national policy. 
Data Collection R. & D. 

As a follow-up to the successful Illinois statewide automated sy tern for regula-
tion and medical review of long-term care facilities and patients developed through 
a 1972 contract, a contract was awarded in 1973 to the State of Illinois to provide 
technical assistance to the other States in the Region that are interested in learn-
ing more about the Illinois system. The cost of actual implementation, if desired, 
is to be provided by the respective States. 

Completed in 1973 wa a national directory of homemaker-home health aide 
services, identifying approximately 1800 organizations that provide such personnel. 

Another project, currently being conducted by the Iowa Hospital Association, 
is geared toward the development of a uniform data system for long-term care 
patients and institutions that will permit effective planning, management and 
licensing of long-term care . ervices, to be followed by a determination of the 
feasibility of implementing collection of long-term care data on a statewide ba is. 
Other 

A project to develop a National Center for Aging and Aged Black in Wah-
ington, D.C. wa. jointly funded by the Division and the Administration on Aging. 
Conducted under the auspice of the National Caucus on Black Aged, this project 
is concerned with all research and development intere t , but place particular 
emphasi on collecting data relating to health statu of and health services for the 
Black aged. It is anticipated that knowledge gained from comprehen ive review 
of ongoing research and support of new re earch will provide a sound ba i for 
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program planning for this segment of the population. All health and health-related 
activities of this Center will be of interest to the Divi. ion, and Division staff will 
be available to the Center to provide technical consultation. 

Of particular interest to the staff and extremely important to the work of the 
Division is the Bureau-funded project entitled "Review and Analysis of Long-
Term Care Literature: Implications for Planning, Action and Research," the 
results of which are currently being puhlished. 

In addition to work carried out in the Division of Long-Term Care, the staff 
was involved in activities carried out in other components of the Bureau of Health 
Services Research. The staff will continue to work collaboratively with other 
concerned Departmental components and other Federal agencies in identifying 
research needs, utilizing research findings, and in joint funding of research and 
demonstration endeavors. Technical assistance will be provided to national and 
profcs:-:ional organizations and State agencies and to providers involving evalua-
tion efforts related to long-term care. In continuing to respond to Presidential 
initiatives and national priorities associated with long-term care, ongoing projects 
will he redirected as needed to sharpen the focm; and maximize the potential of the 
products for broad application. New projects will, as funding resources permit, 
help to fill remaining gaps. 

After years of national concern and debate, the needs of the long-term patient 
remain a major unsolved problem in the delivery of health care services in this 
country. Neither care institutions, financing mech:1Ilisms, orientation of health 
profe<>c;;ionals, nor thrust of health planning have adjusted to the replacement of 
acut,e illness by chronic disease as the major national health priority. The ap-
proach of the Long-Term Care Program for fiscal year 1974 is to seek an effective 
inkrfacC' between the expanded government roles in financing (made possible 
through Public Laws 92-223 and 92-603) and in assuring quality of care (given 
impetus by the President's Nursing Home Improvement Program). 

Program plan:-; for the coming year include both intramural and extramural 
research, experiments, and technical assistance directed toward the development 
and evaluation of innovative approaches to improve the quality of life and quality 
of care for the elderly and/or disabled who require long-term services. When 
models and prototypes have been tested staff will assist in implementation of 
effective models in practice settings. 

Emphasis will be placed on: 
Measuring the quality of care, including the development of instruments 

to ensure that the mo t appropriate level of care is being provided; 
Offering consumers and the public mechanisms to insure a greater and more 

knowledgeable voice in demanding quality of care and increased options 
for care· 

Upgr~ing the skills of health workers as$ociated with long-term care 
through developing and testing training courses and materials; and 

Improving coordinating mechanisms for increasing the options of pn.tients 
for receiving needed care in the appropriate setting through a balanced 
array of in titutiona], ambulatory and home health services, including im-
proved administration and management procedures. 

Specific areas of concentration in 1974 include intensified activity in relation 
to implementation of Section 222 of Public Law 92-603 in developing demon-
strations to determine cost effectiveness of day care, homemaker Rervicc and 
intermediate care, further testing of the Collaborative Patient Assessment In-
strument, development of a cost data reporting system for Nursing Home Care, 
exporting a uniform basic data sC't for long-term care to other States in Region 
V, evaluation of the feasibility and impact on quality of the use of indices of 
quality of care in nursing homes. 

Specific areas in which the staff in the Division of Lrmg-Term Care will collab-
orate with other components of the Bureau include: credentialing of parnpro-
fcRsional personnel in long-term care facilitieo; including mechanisms for regulating 
these personnel and the effects on the quality and costs of care, outpatient care 
for children with cancer, extension of Experimental Health Services Dcliv0ry 
'ystems, development of a system for classification and appropriate plac ment 

of patients, evaluation of the different hospital, boarding home, artificial farnilicc; 
and alternative service delivery systems. 

The re ·earch and dPmonf.tration effort:,; will focuR on deYc1opinn- mcchnni,;ms 
and instruments for pn.tknt as:,;c:---mcnt to improve dcci~-fonrnaking rciarding 
placement, continuity and appropriatPness of care; a:-;:=;e. sment of quality of car0. 
being provided; and assessing cost/cffcctiYcnP,'S <,f altc-rnativ e methods of care. 
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To be emphasized will be the expansion of the nursing home data base, linking 
it to data regarding home health care and other parts of the health system and 
related resources. 

It is hoped that these comprehensive efforts will strengthen the position of the 
Bureau and HRA in making recommendations to ONHA and the Assjstant 
Secretary for Health about policy and strategies related to increased benefits, 
broader options for quality care at contained costs, and opportunities for par-
ticipation by long-term care patients. 

NURSING HOME DATA SURVEY 

A national sample survey for nursing home data collection was instituted by 
the National Center for Health Statistics in January 1973. In early 197:3, a 
contractor was selected and work began on interviewer training materials. Field 
work was initiated in 100 nursing homes in eight large metropolitan areas. Ques-
tionnaires were developed, data processing began and training materials were 
modified before midyear 1973. In the summer, sampling specifications for staff 
and patients were completed. After 2,112 nursing homes were selected for the 
national survey, the actual interviewer training began in 27 cities; and the field 
work was done through interviewing of 20,000 patients. This survey, to be com-
pleted in 1974, will provide heretofore unavailable data on services, patients, 
staff and costs. A second survey will be conducted at a later time. 

CONSUMER AND PROVIDER RELATIONS 

Under Public Law 92-603, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
particularly through the Social Security Administration, began implementing the 
pertinent activity of public disclosure on nursing home activities. Survey reports 
on nursing homes were received by Social Security District Offices, who received 
requebts for the information from the public. 

In the process of implementing the Nursing Home Improvement Program in 
the last year, ONHA had liaison with many consumer and provider organizations. 
The Office met with several of these groups to discuss issues of mutual interest. 
Regulations, agency responsibilities, provider responsibilities, and consumer 
interests were addressed. Office staff participated in annual meetings and other 
conferences of such groups as the American Association of Homes for the Aging, 
the American Nursing Home Association, the American College of Nursing Home 
Administrators, the American Medical Association, and the American Nurses' 
Association. Among the consumer groups met with at their request, and princi-
pally related to because of their concerns, were the American Association of 
Retired Persons/National Association of Retired Persons and the National 
Council of Senior Citizens. The Office has continued to emphasize the critical 
aspect of positive and constructive dialog with both consumer and provider groups. 

As the Departmental focal point on long-term care for the relationships with 
outside organizations and agencies, ONHA plans to have ongoing communications 
with a number of consumer and provider groups and to develop a commmer/ 
provider advisory conference. This will allow for the exchange of ideas for the 
identification of problems and the achievement of possible solutions through 
modification of Federal programs or regulations. In these ways, the Federal 
government can continue to make good its commitments to make nursing home 
care more humanized as well as cost-effective and to develop alternative resources 
so that the chronically disabled and elderly can be well served by the nation's 
health care delivery systems. 
Ombudsman 

The five Nursing Home Ombudsman Demonstration projects, contracted in 
June 1972, to te t approaches to providing a voice for patients in nur:-;ing homes, 
successfully completed all developmental task. and wC're fully operational at 
the end of one year. Publicity campai,rns resulted in projects becoming ,vell known 
in their target areas. 

All projects received, investigated and resolved complaints. It is premature 
to analyze fully the number and types of complaints n•ceived and the methods of 
resolution. 

However, some intere. ting patterns have begun to emerge. During thP first 
~-ear of partial operations, the five demon.'ltration projects received a total of 
1,196 individual complaint. from 11:1 complainant;-;. }fo,.;t case;-; involved more 
than one complaint or problem. Iof,;t of the complaint:-; were mnde by a friend 
or relative on behalf of the patient. 
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In each of the projects, between 50 and 60 percent of the complaints were 
concerned with the quality of care provided in the home, with the rules and 
regulations or admini trative policie of the home, and with payment for care. 
Contrary to popular expectations, a relatively small number of complaints wer 
about food (7 percent). More than O percent of the complaint or problem were 
verified or ju tifi d; that is, in the judgment of the ombudsmen and their con-
ultants, the reported incident ' or problem reflected complaint that could or 

should be corrected. 
Ba ed on patterns that have emerged from cases inve. tigated by the ombud men 

and on special studie conducted by the project and their advi ory groups, a 
number of ignificant and broad problem areas were pinpointed for action in the 
econd year of demon tration. The following items are a ample of the i ues to 

be addre scd: overu e of tranquilizer , lack of community tic , inadequate 
phy ician care, inappropriate placement of patients, lif0-care contracts, lack of 
coordination of standards, exce sive charge , lack of alternatives to institutional 
long-term care, and need for training of nur ing home Rtn.ff. 

Contracts with Idaho, Penn ylvania, South Carolina, \Viscon in, and the 
National Council of enior Citizens have been renewed for a econd year of 
demonstration . In addition, on June 30, 1973, I-year contracts were let to ·orcgon 
and Massachusetts, expanding the program to seven projects. 

Responsibility for the Nursing Home Ombudsmn.n Demonstration Project 
contract hn.s been transferred to the Administration on Aging, as a part of 
that agency's involvement in long-term care programs. During the coming year, 
ONIIA will have continued intere t and will participate in the monitoring of 
thi activity. 

STRATEGY 

The thrust of the overall Departmental long-term care e.ff ort i. , and will con-
tinue to be, the implemenfation of the Pre. ident's 8-Point Nur ing Home Improve-
ment Program, new requirement of Public Law 92- 603, and achievement of 
basic improvements in the long-term care delivery system. With the publication 
of single Federal regulations for skilled nur. ing facilities and the new Federal 
regulations for intermediate care facilitie , the task of insuring the efficient and 
consistent application of the.e regulations becomes a high priority for the Depart-
ment and the State agcncie . pccific delegation of responsibility have been made 
to both ONHA and the Regional Director. to facilities the carrying out of the. e 
responsibilities. ONHA ha the re pan ibility for short-term policy development 
on all i sues concerning long-term care, with particular responsibility for con-
ceptualizing, developing and monitoring short-term policy on lonrr-term care 
issues and for consi tent application of policy throughout the Regional Offices. 
Regional Director have responsibility for the implementation of the long-term care 
effort within their region. High priority for ONHA is toe tabli h those mechani. m. 
which will allow it to monitor and evaluate the operational efforts related to 
long-term car in • R, and S A, as well as the health agencie in the Regional 
Offices. A Regional Office long-term care objective is being developed which will 
serve to make vi 'ible and better integrate various a. pccts of long-term care 
activities underway in the regions. This will also serve to put into place the re-
. ource., organization and procedures needed for the implementation of the NF 
and ICF reo-ulations and enforcement of the Life Safety Code. A major continued 
activity of NHA will be to coordinate activitie. between the Regional Office and 
Headquarter's programs and to identify priority areas for concentrated efforts. 
One uch area i. the planning for relocation of patient. from ubstandard nur. ing 
home .. \Vhilc the Administration on Aging ha. been delegated . pecific re. ponsi-
bilitie in thi ' area, it. effort. arc that of highlighting need. and rr. ource and 
must be coordinated with those activities of the health and financing agcncic . 

During coming month., , pecial attention will be given to the data need and the 
research and development requirrd to support planning for a long-term care benefit 
under National Health In. urance. Since long-term care involve. not only the 
elderly but the impaired of all ages, . pecial attention will have to be given to the 
long-term care needs of children and dii;;abled adults. ONHA will continue to co-
ordinate the r . earch effort in long-term care in the various health program. and 
with the other Department program concerned with the elderly and the disabled. 
These effort . hould lrad to the more effective utilization of re. earch finding. and 
identification of gap in research efforts. 

A po. itive long-term care provider crrtification program will be continued, 
including c. tablishing or modifying procedure at the Rtate and Regional level 
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in order to meet new requirements such as issurance of time-limited agreements, termination of agreements, funds cut-off, waiver approvals, and public disclosure. Training will be conducted and coordinated to strengthen survey and certifica-tion functions at Regional and State levels with special attention to the Life Safety Code. 
The quality of long-term care will be upgraded through technical assi tance to State agencies and providers and short-term training of provider personnel. 
Several of the data programs developed or being developed within the Depart-

ment contain certain information about long-term care facilities and needs. This includes the National Center for Health Statistics' Nursing Home Survey, the Bureau of Health Insurance's Health Insurance Data, the Medical Services Administration's Management Data and the Experimental Health Delivery Systems Data. Attention will be given to con olidating these data and to helping in the development of a more con i tent data base at both Headquarters and Regional levels. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Would you care to make any comment a·t this 

time? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. While the nursing home issue is a case in point, 

there are o.ther issues, such as quality assurance and PSRO's. We 
think that medicare and medicaid programs are health programs, 
and that policy in that area, policy leadership in that area should be 
exercised by the Assistant Secretary for Health, working together 
with the SRS Commissioner and the Commissioner of Social Security. 

So we have laid out guidelines that say the Secretary and I will 
turn to the Assistant Secretary of Health for policy-the resolution 
of policy issues. Program implementation will of course continue to 
reside with the re pective n,gencies. 

In terms of the policy issues, we have created in the Office of the 
As istant Secretary for Health a special assistant for Nursing Home 
Affairs. We have created in our health reorganization a Bureau of 
Quality Assurance, which is designed to cut across the medicaid and 
medicare lines to develop consistent policy. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. There appears to be in your statement a s ong 
feeling, or maybe we should say an assumption, that, by transf ing 
resources and authority from Washington to the field, field generalists 
would somehow be better able to coordinate the activities of program 
specialists than their Washington counterparts. 

Can you give us any objective evidence to support the propo ition 
that problems of coordination can be solved more effectively by 
moving resources and authority from Washington to the field? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. I would question the the is. The Secretary, I 
propose, can be classified as a generalist; as can I. I am a career 
Foreign Service officer. We have coordinating responsibility over a 
range of technical programs. The previous Secretaries have by and 
large been generalists. 

What we have to break down is the responsibilities here. The 
question of technical assistance will always, in a technical program, 
in a health program, in an education program, have to be provided 
by a technician. Audits ha-ve to be done by qualified auditor'"'. The 
people in grants administration, if they relate to a technical program, 
will have to have some knowledge of that pecialty. 

What. we are talking about is somebody who can try to relate 
what is going on in the education world to what is going on in the 
health world. They, generalists, can sit technical people down and 
say, maybe if you are talking about Head Start, you ought to be 
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talkin~ about this, that, or the other thing in the area of general 
education. Or if you arc looking at vocational rehabilitation, maybe 
you ought to relate that to some things that are happening in health 
programs or in education programs. 

Tlmt does not require a high degree of technical skill. It requires 
somebody who can absorb a certain amount of knowledge and who is 
f-killcd in interpersonal relationships. And we also talk about serving 
as a liaison, a focal point in relationships with State and local 
government. 

We are talking about developing an overall evaluation capability. 
We are talking about providing administrative services. We are not 
talking about transferring technical skills from technicians to gen-
eralists in the field. 

If I may make an assumption on the basis of what I heard about 
those who advocate that thesis, I think what they are really saying is, 
you are transferring responsibility from career employees in Wash-
ington to noncareer employees in the field. 

We have far more noncareer employees in Washington than we have 
in the field. In fact, the only noncareer employee at the present time 
in our regional offices is the regional director. 

We are not doing that. We are transferring functions from the 
appropriate special office in Washington to the appropriate SP'ecial 
office in the field, when~ a regional director who has a limited geo-
graphic responsibility, in contrast to the Secretary and myself; where 
he is in day-to-day contact with State and local government and other 
constituent groups; and where he has firsthand knowledge, can help 
pull his staff together so that they function as a team, without inter-
fering in any technical decisions that the members of that team 
might have to make. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Bombardier has a followup question. 
D BOMBARDIER. My understanding of your answer would be that 

coor( ination would have to take place on a program-by-program or 
area-by-area basis. In other words, in some cases, the programs can 
better be coordinated in Washington; in other cases they can be better 
coordinated in the field. 

Is that the essence of your answer? 
:Hr. CARLUCCI. I think that is true. 
Dr. Bm.IK-\.RDIER. Have you done any analyses that would 

indicate which programs can be coordinated better in Washington 
and ·which can be better coordinated in the field? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. That is the essential purpose of the planning 
exercise that we have been involved in for the past year; where we have 
asked the agencies for their views on what programs could better be 
coordinated at the regional level. And we have gone back and forth 
with the agencies in a dialog on the subject and have developed fairly 
extensive plans, which I believe have been made available to you. 

I would certainly be glad to provide it to this subcommittee except 
the>- are fairly voluminous. 

This is es..,entially what we are about-trying to determine which 
program can be most effectively administered in the field and which 
program can be most, effertively admini~tcred in Washington. 

Dr. BmrnARDIER. Could you give U' your most striking example of 
a program that cannot now be coordinated in Washington but can be 
coordinated in the field? 
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What would be your most striking example? 
1\1r. CARLUCCI. A program that has been long decentralized, that 

we find it very difficult to imagine how we could run centrally in 
Washington, is the social security system. It is a program where we 
haYe to provi<le services. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. That is one that is already decentralized. I am 
talking about one that you are planning to move from Washington 
to the field because vou think coordination will be achieved better. 

~Ir. CARLUCCI. Soine of our civil rights programs could be more 
effectively coordinated in the field where we are offering technical 
assistance to local communities that have particular problems, and 
where the compliance process can be handled in our regional office. 
The National Health Service Corps is another program that could be 
effectively admini~tered at the regional level. 

I do not know if we have any single striking example. Let me ask 
Mr. McFee. 

Mr. McFEE. I think the answer to your question actually centers 
around looking at each program to determine the interface between 
the grantee and the actual recipient of the program. As we look at 
those programs that we think can be better administered in the field, 
we find that they all center around those programs in which we fund 
grantees who will actually provide services at the local or community 
level. It is this type of program which needs to be pulled together and 
better focused with other programs within HEW, with other programs 
within the Federal Government, and sometimes with other State and 
local programs at the regional level. In this way, duplication is avoided; 
the quality nnd availability of service is increased. 

On the other hand, there are programs that are obviously more 
effectively admini.;;tcred in Washington such as those that require 
national competition. The best examples of this, of course, are our 
biomedical research programs that deal with an entirely different kind 
of grantee community. Their relationship to the program is different 
in that they are not using their funds to provide services. 

A, we look at each program, we examine the objectives of the pro-
gram to determine if it needs to be pulled together at the regional 
leYel. We think those types of programs which need eoordination at 
the regional level can be better admini. tcred in the field. 

Dr. Bol\IBARDIER. I think, No. 1, there is an assumption in your 
thinking that there is a harmony of interest between the Federal 
Government, and State and locnl governments, and between the 
positions of HEW field officials and the conktituencies they serve. 
That is not an a ·surnption that I would be prepared to make. 

Ko. 2, I would draw to your attention a quotation from your recent 
regional management review of region 6, which states-and I think 
it would be good to have this in the record-

With respect, to * * * the coordinated application of the basic health, educa-
tion, and social service pro~ram, -we .'ec much rhetorical output from Washington 
and many well-meaning efforts to be resporndve in the regions, but there do not 
i-ccm to be manv notable irn,tances of this kind of coordination which have 
occurred. We do not believe that this is due to any culpable short fall on the part 
of the regional director and his staff. Rather, the categorical nature and legislative 
constraints on mo;e;t HEW programs makes it diffi'.:!ult if not impossible to coordi-
nate or interrelate them in any significant way. 
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That was, as indicated in the report, the most significant kind of 
coordinated activity that you were talking about. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. I would like to address myself to that issue. 
I would not say that it is impossible to relate these programs in any 

significant way, but it is no more possible to relate them in Washington 
than it is in the regional office. 

If the obstacles are the legislative constraints, as indeed they are 
in many cases, those same constraints apply in Washington as well as 
in the regions-which is one reason why I am delighted to be testifying 
before this subcommittee. 

In terms of your previous comments on the question of responsive-
ness of regions, I think we can improve that. That is one of the 
responsibilities that we have in Washington. As we decentralize 
programs, we must have better communication between Washington 
and our regional directors. This is one reason why the Secretary and 
I abolished the Assistant Secretary's job for community and field 
services, in order to allow the regional directors to report directly in 
to us, and to have direct access to us. 

I personally have chaired every regional director's conference that 
has taken place since we have been in HEW. The Secretary and I 
have, personally, conference calls once a week with the regional 
directors. 

We do have to be more responsive. We are not assuming that there 
is a harmony of interest between HEW regional directors and State 
and local government. We are assuming that the regional director will 
have more time than, say, the Secretary or myself to deal with the 
Governors in his region. We would have to deal with 50 Governors, 
whereas Mr. Groschelle only has to deal with 8 Governors. So we are 
assuming that he would be better acquainted with their problems. He 
does not neceRsarily have to do everything that they want. I would 
hope that he does not. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. I agree with you that the constraints are the 
same in Washington. That raises questions as to whether administra-
tive actions like decentralization can solve the problem or whether 
you have to come to the Congress for more basic changes. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. It will not solve the problem, but it will help. You 
can have better communication on local issues at the regional level 
than you can have with Washington, where we just have so many 
other things to worry about and so many committees and so many 
agencies to deal with that we just do not have the necessary time to 
worry about the problems of Des Moines, Iowa. .. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Carlucci, I do not recall the details, but you 
made mention of the probability of 1,400 jobs being moved to the 
regional offices. You also used the figure 700, but I am not sure of its 
relationship to the 1,400. 

Mr. CARLuccr. Experience indicates, Mr. Chairman, that when the 
jobs are moved, the employees for various personal reasons do not 
always go ,,'ith them. They may find another job in Washington; 
and some areas are considered more desirable than others. Thi varies 
from region to region-the rate for San Francisco may be higher than 
it would be for other regions. 

Let me ask Mr. McFee to comment on our experienr,e in the Bureau 
of Health Manpower Education. It was about 40 percent, even less 
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than 40 percent, of the employees that were handling these 18 pro-
grams that were decentralized last year that actually ended up in 
regional offices. 

Do you have those figures? 
Mr. McFEE. We have been following this, Mr. Chairman, very 

closely because to do an effective job of planning for decentralization, 
we need to know the personnel aspects of the transfers. 

The difference between the 1,400 and the 700 is based on an esti-
mate of those people that actually will decide to follow their jobs 
which will be transferred to the field. 

Our experience in the Bureau of Health Manpower Education has 
been out of, I believe, 160 positions that were transferred to the field, 
only 48 people actually took the option to go with the program. The 
rest of them took jobs in other programs in headquarters. A few 
retired. This can cau e problems in recruiting, but we have had fairly 
good experience in this particular program in that we were able to 
recruit qualified personnel in the regions for these particular jobs. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. Chairman, if I may add a point here, that in 
thi!s exercise we are, of course, very concerned with the welfare of our 
employees and our responsibilities to our employees. We inform them 
of their rights when their jobs are transferred. We have had extensive 
consultation with the union organizations pursuant to Executive 
Order 491, and I have received a very good response, I think, from 
the unions. 

Finally, we have undertaken a training program which we just 
pilot tested in SRS last week, designed to instruct our employees in 
what decentralization means and what kind of benefits can be achieved 
by it. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Will the employees that are being transferred be 
a sociated with the programs that they are now associated with in 
Washington? 

Mr. CARLuccr. That is correct, sir; it would be a transfer of func-
tion. They would have the option in going with the program or finding 
another job in Washington. 

Dr. OTTINA. They have the right to the job that is being trans-
ferred; it is their own option. 

l\.fr. FOUNTAIN. How many have already been transferred? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. You mean just this last year? 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Yes, just this last year. 
Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. McFee has those figures. 
Mr. McFEE. Actually there have been 75 that have actually moved 

since the renewed effort that started last March. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. How many more do you expect to move this year? 
Mr. McFEE. At the present time, for this fiscal year, we have no 

plans to move any additional employees. The transfer of a possible 
total of 1,400 position will take place throughout fi cal year 1975, 
and maybe even into 1976. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Those are jobs; those are not employees. The 1,400 
figure that Mr. McFee cited are jobs. 

If Bureau of Health Manpower Education is any indication, we 
would have considerably less than that number of actual employees 
that move. 
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Mr. FouNTAIN. I wonder if you would break down the distribution 
of the 1,400 by program. 

Mr. McFEE. I would have to provide that for the reco1d, 
Mr. Chairman. 

[The material ref erred to follows:] 
BREAKDOWN BY Ao1rncY OF THJ•: STAFF ESTIMATED To BE DECENTRALIZED 
When the testimony was presented, 1,400 was the high ei-timatc of positions 

which might be decentralized. Since then our ei-timates have been undergoing 
refinement with the resultant new total of approximately 1,100 as follows: 
FDA_____________________________________________________________ 33 
HSA_____________________________________________________________ 200 SRS_____________________________________________________________ 200 
OE______________________________________________________________ 300 
Nlll_____________________________________________________________ 50 
TIRA____________________________________________________________ 100 
ADAMHA_ _ _ _ _ _____________ ____ __ _ ___ __ __ _____ __ _ __ _______ _ __ ___ 200 

Total______________________________________________________ 1, 083 
At this stage in our analysis a prPcise figure of positions by prograrn is under 

development and has not been finalized. However, the above figure::; represent 
the maximum number of positions estimated for each agency. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I assume the number that you send would depend 
upon your findings. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. We are giving you a maximum figure; the 
1,400 figure represents a muximum. In all probability, we will foll 
short of that figme because the Secretary and I are probably not 
going to accept every single recommendation that comes to us. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. If you are unable to transfer employees from here 
to programs or functions that are transferred, would you employ 
people out in the region? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir; we would hire locally in the regional 
office. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. They would be inexperienced at the time. 
Mr. CARLUCCI. They may be more experienced than the individual 

employee if the individual employee is a health professional. We can 
find health professionals out in regions just as well as we can here in 
Washington. 

Mr. Fou ·TAIN. People that would be a sociated with this type of 
work? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, but they would have to meet civil . ervice 
qualifications for the job. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. One of the benefits of decentralization, us I under-
stand it, is thu.t it would presumably allow the Department to treat 
different regions individually and not neces arily in the same ,my, 
and to take regional vnriations into account. But it seem to me that 
this could also be a problem in that each region may not receive equal 
treatment. 

Is this a probability? 
dr. 1ARLUCCI. It is a possibility, ~fr. Chairman; I ,vould not like to 

characterize it as a probability bceau~e if it is a probability then I 
will not be doing my job. 

It seems to me that that is my responsibility and tlte ecretary's 
to allow for legitimate differences in the probJerns experieneecl among 

.. 
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our regions. There are some things, of course, that cannot vary, such 
as legislative intent, such as policy. It is my re. ponsibility to instrud 
the regional directors in legislative intent and in policy and to indicate 
to them what variations they may undertake. 

In doing this, we have the advantage, of course, of regulations and 
guidelines issued by the different agencies. There is also no sub ' titute 
for direct communication and I think Mr. Groschelle can testify, we 
have substantially stepped up communications between headquarters 
and the regional offices in this past year. The purpose of that com-
munication is to strike a balance between policy con i tency and 
legitimate regional variations. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In this connection, have you issued any policy 
statements or guidelines to insure that applicant:-:; in similar situations 
are treated substantially the same, whether they be situated in region 
I or region X? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. 
There are a whole host of regulations and guidelines regarding the 

individual programs. They lay out, generally, the eligibility criteria, 
and regional offices are bound to abide by those criteria. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. It is certainly true in my experience that program 
regulations do specify the eligibility criteria. I do not think the 
chairman intended to suggest that ineligible persons or organizations 
would be the recipients of assistance. 

Rather, the question is whether some highly qualified persons or 
organizations that clearly meet the criteria might not be funded for 
projects if programs that were previously evaluated on a central 
basis are moved to the field-where discretion would be exercised 
independently in 10 different places. The question then become.-; not 
whether they meet the eligibility criteria, but whether the awards are 
consistent in relation to the relative merit of tho. e projects. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. First of all, the distribution of resource::1 would be 
made in such a way that each individual region would be limited 
quite obviously in terms of funds made available through the Comp-
troller's Office. 

Second, the regional office, in addition to formal guidelines and 
formal regulations, is in rather constant communication with the 
counterpart in Washington. 

I mentioned that I held frequent regional directors rneet.ingt;. The 
agencies also hold frequent meetings with their counterparts, at which 
they discuss in some detail program implementation . 

Let me ask Dr. Ottina to describe some of that process, at lea t as 
it concerns the Office of Education. 

Dr. OTTINA. We do hold such meetings typically about every 6 
weeks. They generally last about 2 days, and at each se::;~ion we brief 
the regional commissioners on ull of the relevant program · that are 
changing or are active or are undergoing some change in clir ction. The 
program policy development , taff essentially f'Onduct~ these. The 
Deputy Commis:ioners are responsible for the, e progrnm~. A great 
deal of interchange is imro]ved. 

Also, from time to time, fl , major change in programs O('Cl!r, the 
particular people in the regional office who are respon. iblc, urr> often 
brought in in a group, o that you may find a meeting of, for c-.~ample, 
the Director. of Higher Education taking place to get pccifi<- guidance 
and . pecific direction. 

. 
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Mr. CARLUCCI. As a matter of interest, Mr. Groschelle tells me that 
of the $14.5 billion that is spent by HEW in the Atlanta region, not 
necessarily throughout the Atlanta regional office, but of $14.5 billion, 
only $500 million has any kind of discretion attached to it as you 
described. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. I would certainly agree that it ·would be very useful 
in the course of meetings with regional directors to try to establish 
policies and guidelines for obtaining equitable treatment of applicants 
throughout the country. 

There is another related issue that came to mind as you spoke, Mr. 
Secretary. 

You made mention of apportioning funds among the regions to 
avoid a monopoly of awards in any one of them. It would seem pos-
sible that one region might have an overabundance of meritorious 
project applications, as compared with another. 

Under the arrangement where project review is performed in 
Washington and there is a central focus on the array of applications, 
presumably the best projects get funded regardless of where the 
applicants happen to live, unless the Congress on a statutory basis 
has established geographical limitations or requirements. Would you 
comment on how this problem can be solved. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. You have to balance a number of things in looking 
at regional offices. We frequently have these kinds of discussions with 
the regional directors where one regional director will say, I have the 
largest region. It is a question of what do you mean. Geographically? 
Somebody else will say, I have the most people. Another one will say, 
I have the largest cities. Still another one will say, I have the largest 
poverty population. Usually Mr. Groschelle is participating in all of 
those dialogs since his region is quite large. 

You have to take into account all of these factors in allocating 
the resources among the regions, particularly as they relate to the 
kind of program that you are talking about, whether it would be a 
program that would be particularly rural-oriented, urban-oriented 
or poverty-oriented, what it might be. 

We do, in making those judgments, also try to apply consistant 
standards. I cannot give you a categorical assurance that one region 
may not fund a project that might not be quite as good as a project 
in the next region. On the other hand, I would not think that our 
Washington system is so perfect that this does not happen in Wash-
ington as well. 

These kinds of standards have to be developed and conveyed to 
staff here in Washington. We are trying to do the same kind of thing 
through more frequent meetings of regional commissioners and regional 
technical people because, mind you, with very few exceptions, these 
grants are not made by regional directors; they are made by pro-
fessional people; they are made by program people in the field. 
It is the purpose of these conferences to try to get the de irable 
consistency built into the program award process. 

Dr. OTTINA. If I might add to that, Mr. Chairman. If you look at 
the dollar volume of OE-supported educational programs, you will 
find that the overwhelming percentage, some 90 percent, is distributed 

• 
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b:v some formula allocation process wlwre the State i entitled to a 
certain amount. The program decisions are really within that State. 
In the case that there is discretion, sometimes there really is no 
discretion at all that the Federal Government exercises; those educa-
tion programs which are truly discretionary tend to foll in the class 
of national competition programs or research programs that would 
not, in general, be decentralized . 

Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. McFee had a point on the subject. 
1\Ir. McFEE. One of the things that we have been trying to do 

is to come up with a set of procedures that we would use for regional 
allocations if indeed there is neither a statutory formula nor a method 
prescribed in law for allocating these funds. We do not have one way 
that works for e--tery program. Nor do we allocate at only one time 
durin!,! the year. It is not done in isolation at headquarters without 
input from the regions as to what the needs are, and what the eligible 
projects are. 

In most of the programs that we have decentralized, the allocations 
of funds to the regions are worked out through two or three periods 
throughout the year. 

Typically, the regions send in a list of eligible projects, ranked as to 
their importance in meeting regional needs a.nd priorities and accepta-
bility. These are put together on a national basis. If there is no alloca-
tion formula, then an advice of allowance, as we call it, is sent back to 
the region. The region is not bound to award those partirular projects 
that were used in this allocation, but they are bound. by the totu,l 
dollar allocation. 

Near the en<l of the fiscal year, we attempt to see what funds have 
not been allocated in various regions. We then would discus the 
reasons for not spending these funds with responsible regional per-
sonnel. Depending upon the results of these discussions, we may even 
bring the funds back and reallocate them. This is <lone on a program-
by-program basis. 

Dr. BmrnARDIER. I think this discussion gets to the basic issue here. 
If you really want to get your field personnel involved, if you really 
think they are important, if you think they are more respon ive and 
have a better understanding of the local situation, and so forth, then 
decentralization can be fine if they are given some discretion. But, as 
Mr. Ottina pointed out, and I think it might be useful for you to 
provide the information for the record., much of the HEW budget is in 
formula grants. 

I was wondering if you could provide for the record how much of 
your budget is in grants, how much in formula grants, and then 
explain what decentra1iza6on means when formula grants are involved. 

The basic issue is this. Real decentralization, meaningful decentral-
ization, involves giving fi<>1cl officials f',orrw discretionary authority. 
On the other hand, if you give them discretionary authority, some of 
the problems that we have mentioned need to be considered in much 
grC'ater detail, I think. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

33-159-74--17 
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STATEMENT REGARDING HEW SUPPORT PROVIDED BY FORMULA GRANTS, PROJECT GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

[In millions] 

Formula grants Project grants Contracts 
Fiscal year Total Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

1974 _______ ---- _ --- __ -- $23, 594 $18, 122 76. 8 $4,697 19. 9 $775 3. 28 1975 ________ ------- _ --- 23,433 17, 745 75. 72 4,897 20. 9 791 3. 37 

Question. Explain what decentralization means when formula grant programs are involved. 
Answer. Perhaps the best way to explain what we have in mind in the de-centralization of formula grant programs is to list specifically the responi:;ibilitiPs that would be assigned to headquarten; and to the field. This 4':livision of responsi-bility is the established criteria within the department for decentralizing formula grant programs. 
Headquarters Responsibility.-Long-rnnf.!:e planning; legislative development and Congre i,ional liaison; establishment of national policy, program regulations, and guidelines; collection of information of national significance, issuance of report8, dissemination of program information; such fiscal responsibilities as may be necessmy to allocate monies to regional offices and/or States; and determination and allocation of personnel to regions. 
Field Office Responsibility.-Review ::md :1pproval/disapproval of State pl:ms or preprints; aw:1rding of grants; programmatic and fo:,cnJ monitoring and evaluation of State efforts as reflected in plans and or preprints; provision of technical assistance; response to inquiries, dissemination of inform:1tion; input into devel-opment of national policy and budget formuln.tion; and fiscal responsibility as may, where possible, be more effectively administered from regional level (allow-able state expenditures based on conformance with plans or preprints). 
Mr. CARLUCCI. I would like to address myself to that point, but 

Dr. Ottina has a statement. 
Dr. 0TTINA. I would just like to clarify one point for the record. 
There are a number of programs in which a State has apportioned 

to it or allocated to it an amount of money. The individual recipient 
is still discretionary. So that the State of Alabama at random may 
have $2 million; the recipient is still a discretionary item. 

Mr. CARLUCCL I think your comment is intereRLino·. The high degree 
of concern that has been e,·pressed about the HEW decentralization 
effort seems in its underlying tones to reflect the feeling that Romehow 
we are going to change the way the money flow~. The fact that most 
of it is formula gT:.mts indicates essentially we are not going to be able 
to impact, and incle<'d woufrl not want to, on the ,vay that money flows. 

What we are tu.lking about is (lclivering services more effectively 
and trying to relat<> some of those formula grants to each other, even 
though it may be through the Stnte plan mechanism. That is, a 
State p1an on alcoholi-,m night well relate to a State plan on drug 
abuse. Those in turn might we11 relate to a State ph1,n on education. 
And, therefore, we are faced with tlH' question of how do we pull these 
to~ethcr and vdwrc should they be pulled together? 

Thi. requires common authority, a common review cycle and a 
common point of contact with the State machinery. So we are talking 
reitlly in most cases about snch things as teclrnical assistance, audit, 
fornncial u..;;si:-~tmwe and evaluation. In on]y a re]ativel v few ca~es 
are WC ta]king- about < ctua} sign-off authority on program money. Mr. Fou~ ~TAIN. fr. Cmfocci, I thiuk you are making a strong 
cnse for handling probl nm in the field. You lrnve told us that field 
people kuow the problems better than people in \Vashington, that 



255 

they are closer to State and local governments and to the hrncfi~inries. 
Basically, this has always been my feeling. But, in view of the obvious 
importance of regional officials, I wonder if you would tell us ·what 
arrangements exist for obtaining their input into HEW's '-lo-called 
Ma~ ter Calendar Activities-budget preparation, legi::,]ative pro-
gram, long-range planning, evaluation and so forth? 

Mr. CARLUCCI. I\Ir. Chairman, this is a process we have been giving 
considerable thought to, and we have to look at it in term::-; of rea] 
cost benefit, as it relates to the time the regional director :pend~ on. 
it. 

We are sending out to the regional directors, for their review,. 
various summaries of RFP's, say, on evaluations. We try to get 
out to them various option papers that may be winding their way to, 
the Secretary. We try to get out to them the decisions that the Secre-· 
tary makes on those option papers as soon as they are mncle. The 
specific steps a listed in the memo, that I would be glad to submit 
for the record, on regional involvement in the 5-year planning cycle· 
for the Office of Education, involves (1) circulating a draft of plnnning 
issues for comments and additions; (2) soliciting on an ad hoc basis 
for assistance in preparation of planning papers; (3) distributing copies 
of planning papers in a 5-year plan; (4) involving the special nssistant 
to the Commissioner of Regional A:ff airs, in the Commissioners 
Planning Retreat; (5) briefing regional commissioners on policy deci-
sions following Commissioners planning retreat. 

In addition-correct me, Dr. Groschelle, if I am wrong-at every 
one of our regional directors conferences, the Assistant Secrtnry for 
Planning and Evaluation bus made an extensive presentation and 
has had exchanges, some of them quite heated, with the regional 
directors on various subjects. 

:Maybe Dr. Groschclle would care to comment in this re~pcct. 
Dr. GRoscHELLE. Mr. Chairman, in the regional office, the planning-

cycle consists, first of all, of taking a look at the state-of-the-State 
messages each year. As a result of that evaluation of the state-of-the-
State messages, the various specialists in HEW meet with their State 
counterparts. We then submit a regional memorandum for the pb.nning 
calendar. 

The regional memorandum is evaluated in terms of the national 
program and polic}; we develop from that an operationnl pli.lnning 
structure which then translates policy into objectives and gu.lls to Le· 
carried out in the various regions. And then as the budget cycle 
catches up, or occnsionally gets ahead of it, we proceed to implement 
those things which have the flexibility as was mentioned enrlier in 
testimony. In our particular case, the $14.5 billion that wonld be 
spent in region IV, with only about $500 million of it havi11g the 
discretion that allo ved the planning flexibility that is demnndcd by 
the States and locnl communities. 

:\Ir. CARLUCCI. Let m13 say, 1r. Chairman, I do not hold np tLi:-
proceclure as perfect by uny means. It is one of the 1t10. t difffc1..dt 
issues that you fore in decentralization. What kind of input, if any, 
do you want from regional officials into long-range planning? W c feel 
that input is desirn blc. 

The problem is not so mnrh at the regional level. The problem is 
the pre::,s of other business in Washington that alway tends to driYe 
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out planning and ends up last. For example, our planning people are 
busily engaged today, and have been for some time, in drafting a 
national health insurance proposal. That kind of thing will always 
tend to drive out the long-range planning function. It is something I 
think we are going to have to give more attention to. 

l\fr. Fou TAI . I gather that you evidently feel that the regional 
people should be permitted to play a much more meaningful role 
than they do now. 

l\1r. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. 
We believe this is an essential ingredient of a successul decentralized 

operation. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. l\fr. Buchanan. 
~Ir. BucHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
~Ir. Secretary, I support the basic idea of decentralization. One 

problem which Members of Congress facP, however, is that more and 
rnorr, as our Government has grown, it touches the livc's of the 
people in many different ways. It touches entities within our congres-
sional districts-universities, cities and so forth. We have come to 
have something of an ombudsman function, which it is very difficult 
for us to escape. Indeed, most of us would not care to do so. People 
look to us to care for their problems with the executive branch in 
connection with projects that they may have, or in their overall 
relationship to the Government. 

A long as we are dealing with officials in Washington, we have 
some ability to communicate and to help the constituent or constit-
uent entity to receive a hearing because of ihe relationship of the 
Congress at the Washington level to the bureaucracy. But, when you 
get down to the regional level, it appears to be a problem. At the 
regional level a Congressman or a Senator from t ome neighboring 
State does not necessaril)' have any particular clout with regional 
officials and the communications are not particularly good, and I do 
not think that our experience has tended to be as -happy and as 
successful in dealing with regional officials on behalf of constituents or 
constituent entities. 

I wish you would comment on that. 
Mr. CARLUCCI. It seems to me, Mr. Buchanan, if that is a problem, 

it is a problem the individual Congressman would have with the 
Secretary and me. The regional directors do work for the Secretary 
and for me. The Congressmen, just as they always have under a 
centralized operation, can come to the Secretary or to the Under 
Secretary and say, I am not getting the kind of response I need out 
of that regional office. Then it is my responsibility to see that the 
situation, if it is a defective situation, is straightened out. 

I do not think decenLralization need impede the process of being 
responsive to the Congress. 

When I first came to HEW I found a curious thing. I was chairing 
a regional directors meeting in Tampa. One of the regional directors 
mentioned in passing, "Since we cnnnot have contact with Con-
gre:-..,men, * * *" I stopped him and said, what do you mean? 

He said it is official HEW policy that regional directors should not 
have conta,·t with Congressmen. I said, as of now, that policy is 
changed. We want to haYc a dialog between onr regional director:-1 nd 
Members of CoHgress. Certainly a regional director i:, in a better 
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position to tend to the individual needs of say 100 Congressmen than 
I am to attend to the individual needs of 435. 

We are still here as a communication link with the Congress. We 
are ultimately responsible; the Secretary is ultimately responsible 
for the management of HEW. In that connection, he is fully accounta-
ble to the Congress. It is a proper oversight responsibility of congres-
sional committees to hold the Secretary responsible. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Would you yield at Lhis point for a question? 
:Mr. BucHANAN". Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouN"TAIN. I am glad Commissioner Ottina is with us, since a 

matter involving the Office of Education was brought to my attention 
yesterday by Senator Metcalf. The staff will give you copies of his 
correspondence with your office, Dr. Ottina, and the documents will 
be entered into the record, if there is no objection. 

[The documents referred to follow:] 

Hon. L. H. FouNT.\IN, 

UNITED ST.\TES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE o, GovERNME:NT OrrrnATIONS, 

Washi11glon, D.C., February 4, 197 4. 

Chairman, Intergovernmental Relations, 
Rayburn House Office Builclino, Washington, D.C. 

Dr~AR CHAIRM.\' FouNTAIN: In connection with your hearings on New Fed-
eralism, and l\Ir. Carlucci',' appearance tomorrow, I thought yon might like to 
have copies of letters I have exchanged with the Commissioner of Education. 

Very truly yours, 

Enclosures. 

Hon. LEE .J. nIETC.\LF, 
l\!Iontana Slate Senator, 
Old Senate O.ffice Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

LEE METC.\LF. 

DARRYL M. GruY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
:MoNTANA UNITJrn ScHOLARSHIP SERVICE, 

Great Falls, 1vlonl., January 4, 197'4, 

Dear Senator lVhTC\LF: I submitted the enclosed proposal December 26, 1973 
to the U.S. Office of Education for continun,tion funding under the Indian Edu-
ca,tion Act (P.L. 92-318). The program titled: "Landless Indian Education Pro-
gram" is an Indian teacher training program that was funded July 1, 1973. The 
program presently employs eighteen (18) Indian Instructional Aides in the Great 
Falls Public School Rystem by way of sub-contract from :\Iontana United ::,cholar-
hip Service. The 1nstmctional Aides are also full-time college students at the 

College of Great Falls studying a curriculum that will lead them to a bachelc,r's-
dcgree within a four (4) yenr period. 

As you are aware, the Indian Education Act redefined the American Indian 
and broadened the definition to include the" Landless" or" Non-treaty Indi:rns". 
This was the first time thn,t "Landless" or "Off-reservation Indians", who did 
not sign a formal treaty\\ ith the U.S. Government, shared in the same fund" that 
go to reservation Indians. I beli0ve the act to he a god-sC'nd to the Landless Indian . . 

There are 1200 teach0r:a; employed in the Great Falls School System and none 
of them arc of Indian dc•,;cent. There arc approximately 1,000 Indian 8tudents in 
the local 'chools and the success rate of the Public :-4chool , 'y.,tem to produce 
Indian high school graduates is deplorable. Over the last ten (10) year:; the ( ;rent 
Fall:-; Schools only prodncr-d about ten (10) graduatrs. The drop-out rnte of Indinn 
students is about 60% and the avern?;e grade lc,·el completed by Indians in the 
Great Falls community is the sixth (6th) grade. 

The goals of the" Landl<'ss Indian Education Program" are two fold: 1) Imple-
ment Indian para-professionals (Instructional Aides) into the daily operations 
of classrooms to srrv0 as role models for Indian children and have tlw aidr,., "ork 
intensively with the• Indian children to help them in the aquisition of ba,.,ic aca-
demic skills-n•ading comprehension, mathematics, and ·cienccs, and lntH!llage 
arts, and 2) To hav<- the para-professional certified a· teacher: with a, four (4) 
year period. 
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~,Iontana United Scholarship Service has modified the first year propoRal of the 
"Landless Indian Education Program" to add twelve (12) new aides to the pro-
gram for FY 75. In addition, to the new aides we are asking for a Curriculum 
Specialist. The program was funded $164,170 for FY 7 4 and we are requesting 
that the program be increai:;ed to $388,829 in FY 75. When reading the proposal 
I'm Rure you agree that the program justifies the increase. 

LIEP has experienced overwhelming success and progress during the first 
six (6) months of operation. Only one (1) Instructional Aide resigned from the 
program and that was because the aide had to go through major surgery in October 
1973. The aides are doing extremely well in the classroom and greatly benefiting 
the supervising teachers and Indian students. All of the aides received above 
average grades in their college courses at the College of Great Falls. 

Your support of our original proposal was greatly appreciated, and your 
continued support of this program proposal will be as greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mr. DARRYL M. GRAY, 
Executive Director, 

DARRYL M. GRAY, Director. 

JANUARY 23, 1974. 

.Montana united Scholarship Service, Great Falls, Mont. 
DE.\.R MR. GRAY: I am so pleased to learn that you hope to expand your project 

next year. I have written the Office of Education, pointing ·with pridf' and urging 
their approya,l of your application. As soon as I hear from them I will write again. 

Very truly yours, 

1\fr. JOHN R. OTTINA, 
Commissioner, O.f!ice of Education, 

LEE METCALF. 

JANUARY 23, 1974. 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Washington, D.C. 
DJUR CO\BIISSIONER OTTINA: I have receiv0d a copy of the application of 

Montana United Scholarship Service of Great Falls, Montana for continuation of 
funding under the Indian Education Progra.m. The program has my enthu iastic 
endor:-. ment :1nd I hope very much that the Office of Education will see fit to 
support the new application. 

I am plea8ed to note the accompanying letters of officials of thr Great Falls 
Public Schools attesting to the usefulness of last year's effort. The initial success 
,of the undertaking appears to warrant additional encouragement. 

Please· ndvise me when a decision has been made. 
Very truly yours, 

LEE METCALF. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUC.\TIO~, A~D \VELFARE, 

Hon. LEE \1ETCALF, 
U.S. Senate, 
·washington, D.C. ' 

OFFICE OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D.C., January 29, 1974. 

DEAR SEN.\TOR METCALF: Thank you for your inquiry on behalf of the Montana 
United Scholarship Service's renewal application for a Talent Search project for 
1974-1975. 

The CommLsioner has aRsigned all funding decisions to the Regional Offices of 
Education, effective January 1, 1972. Consequently, the refunding of this project 
is the responsibility of the Regional Office, Denver. 

Ina..:much ns a deadline for receipt of proposals for the 1974-1!)75 cycle ha. not 
yet been estabfoihed, the Office of Educatirm will be unnble to act on the request 
for refunding of the Montana United Scholarship Service's pro1,osal until later 
in the year. 

If you have further questions related to this matter, I would suggest that you 
contact Mr. Lewis Crum, Director of Higher Education, Region VIII, T;.S. 
Office of Education, Denver, Colorado. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 
Sincerely yours, 

LLON.\RD If. 0. 8PEAIUAN, 
Director, Division of Student Support and Special Programs. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Gov1m. tbNT OPEI!,\.TIONs, 

Washington, D.C., February 4, 1974. 
MR. JOHN R. OTTINA, 
Commissioner, 0 ffice of Education, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CoMMTSSIO ER OTTI,'A: I directed a letter to y()U with rC'i-,p~ct to funding 
deci 'ions for Montana United Scholarship ~crvice. I rC'ceivcd a response, not from 
you hut from Mr. Spearman, Director of Division of StudC'llt 8upport and Special 
Programs. I mn not faulting your delegation of reRponsibility for response to a 
more knowledgeable mC'mber of your staff. But. when he advist'd that I" contact" 
the Director of Higher Educn.tion at Region VIII in Denver, I object. 

I wrote to you as a responsible official and I expect you to < ssume that re-
spon ibility in your reply to me. It is your job to go to your subordinatc>s to 
ascertain facts and mnke an official reply that you also support. If we cannot deal 
·with each other on this basis, then you should let some of your subordinates who 
apparently make the decisions take over your ,ioh and you take theirs. 

You can ussi,i;n rC'sponsihility anywhere ~·ou choose. In the eyes of Congress 
you are responsible so long as yon occupy thP pm,ition you hold. I am rcspon ·ible 
for every vote I cast, for every lett<'r I write. I expect the sum'"' courtesy from vou. 
If you arc unable to ascertain informntion from your regions then you should 
investigate the efficiency of your own administration. 

Incidentally, since contnct is an active verb I would never acquiesce in your 
sugge tion to contaet 1r. Crum. I wouldn't contact him with u, vaulting pole. 

V cry truly yours, 
LEE :l\IETCALF. 

Mr. Fou TAIN. According to this co ·responclence-and this relates 
to the , ubjcct matter of 1 fr. Buchanan's questioning-Senator 

Ictcalf wTOte you last month con<'crning a refunding of a grant-
supported project in his State. He ,vas advised by one of your division 
directors that, effective January 1, 1972, the refunding of this project 
became the respon, ibility of your Denver regional office. 

Senator ~fotcaU was invited to direct his questions on this matter 
to the Director of Higher Education in th Denver Office. The letter 
he sent you yesterday, Dr. Ottina, maket; it perf ct]y clear that 
Senator Metcalf docs not care to "contact" the regional staff and 
wishes to have hi inquiries answered here in Wa:hington where 
communications between the Congres · and :vour agcncL", I think, 
ought to be ver>· good, and maybe better than they arc for the moment 
between congressional offices and the r gional offices, even though 
the>· may improve over the passage of time. 

With all due r spect to the intentions of your decentralization 
efforts, they do pr~sent. ome v<'ry srrion. problems for busy .... 1ember 
of Congre:s. Speaking for m>r own office, I have no objection at r..11 to 
contacting field personnel i1, in fnct, they are responsive t nd they 
have authority to give me the an wers and to make decision·. 

However, even if these condition.- arc met, e.·ccpt on , uturday and 
Sunday, and after 5 p.m. during the week, I ,1vould still be faced with 
the expense of long-di. tall<'e telephone calls. 

As you probably know, we in the Congre. · do not have access to toll-
free lca::-.ecl lines e, ccpt during tho ·e periocb-, 'aturdu:, \mday and 
after 5 o'clo<'k-when our toll-free line is geurully in continuous u-e 
with con--titucnt-. 

Iy problem i., that if we wait until after 5 o'clock, we spend much 
time trying to locate people who hav air ndy kft. ... oncthclc, , we 
do try to ave tel phone time by u:-.ing the toll-free line. 
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Your Department, on the other hand, docs ronduct it business on 
lea:ed line . That prompts me to ask whether you have given any 
thought to the po sibility of connecting congressional calls to your 
field offices through your HEW switchboard? 

~Ir. ARLUC'CI. I have not given any thought to that, ~fr. Chairman. 
I have given some thought 1o perhaps. rtting up a unit in HEW that 
could be responsive to . pecific reqnr-:;ts regarding certain grants that 
come from Members of Congres5. "\Ve do have a congressional liaison 
staff. 

I have several time said I do not think Congressmen , hould be 
bounced aronnd and referred from one office to another, from a regional 
offirp to headquarters and back. I believe that the appropriate official 
in HEvV hould simply take the letter and either find ont the answC'r 
and respond to it, or route the letter to tlw person who can make the 
respon e. If they cannot make it in a reasonable period, they , houl<l 
make an interim response. 

Despite weekly lectures at . taff meetings, the Secretary and I have 
not bcrn fully successful in getting our correspondence down. The 
regional office are doing better than the Vv ashington office. The 
wor 't office is the Office of the ecretnn?. 

::\Ir. Fou. TAIN. In most eases, at least, it wonld lcs. en resistanf'e 
of ::\fem.hers of the Congress in dealing with stnff in regional offices. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. It is a point w 11 taken and it is one perhaps we 
should address our:-;elvrs to. 

Perhaps, 1Ir. Chairnrnn, Dr. Ottina ought to comment on the 
spe ·ific letter. 

Dr. 0TTL A. Senator Met('alf's letter wns brought to my attention 
fost night about 6 o'clock. I do indeed agree with him n.nd yourself, 
sir, that our aetion here was inappropriate. 1 have instructed the stnff 
this morning that in all future matters like this, ,ve will find th 
an wer, transmit it to you and tran~mit the letter to the regional office 
o they are kept fnl1)' informed. 

:\Ir. FouNTAL T. ;\Ir. Buchanan. 
::\Ir. BucHA.TA~. Thi'i sugge t.;; u relnted question, ;\Ir. Chairman. 
::\Ir. Secretary, I wish yon would look into the So<·ia] Securit.,? 

Administration nnd what may be happening there. I do not know. 
::\1 v district office's stnff said awhile back that. when we made n, 
eoi1gre. sionul inquiry on behalf of a con_,titnent that it actua1ly side-
tracked and delnyed the entire operntion, thnt it was pulled out of 
the active file and went to a special congressional investigation 
department. It nctua11y delayed and sidetracked the whole case. 

This statement was 11rnde ;ls a, part of a little program put on a. to 
how we could better serve our con~ tituents. It renll)? intrigued me 
becau.~e, if I make an input, if the s)·. tern is su<'h thnt in making the 
input, it actnnlly slow~ down the di po:-.ition of the ca c rather thnn 
facilitating the disposition of the case, obviou:ly we are working 
ag-nin t our:-ielves. Among the ca-:;es in my files i. one where the con-
stituent was awarded a grant or 10 month-; n.go and ,:n1:::;. uppo-;cd to 
get a check. This was a ,oeia] sc urity claim. Sornebodv, a very low-
income person was suppo eel to get h1s check from o<·i'nJ security for 
$2,500 some 10 month. ago. The check has never arrived. ::\Iy inpnt. 
has , rerned to result in the lo.-.- of the file altogether somewhere in the 
bureaucracy. 
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I think I nmv have someone who has enough authority on the t!·ail 
of that one. We rnny be getting somewhere in this particular case, 
but I wish You would look into the svstem. 

Do we sidetrack or delay? Is that the way the system works? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. I would be very surprised if that is the case. In 

fuct, our "Thole intent is to speed things up when ,rn get congressional 
inquiries. I " -ill be glad to look into it. 

Mr. Samuel? 
Mr. SA:\IUEL. I am nry surprised to hear that, sir. 
1fr. CARLUCCI. It should be just the opposite. 
11r. BucHANAN. That was how my congressional staff personnel 

,ms brief eel. 
Mr. CARLUCCI. A briefing by the Social Security Administration? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Yes. 
I enter this line of questioning very reluctantly. I have discovered, 

just as I am sure yon have, :Mr. Secretary, that there are some vrr>-
high caliber people in the civil service, and much merit in the merit 
system. On the other hand, the injection of new blood certainly does 
not hurt the S)Tstem any. This is ,Yhy I do \\ith some reluctance pursue 
these questions. 

Would yon explain the appointment process for the 10 regional 
directors of HEW? 

~fr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. 
First of a11 "Tc have in HEW a recruitment division which helps us 

to locate suitable candidates. The candidates are then put through 
extensive intervie"- processes, usnnlly at h,-o level. , usun11y at the 
staff level, for example, the Deputy As istant Secretary and Secretary 
level, and then the final three or four candidates would have inter-
vie,ys with the Secretary and myself-sometimes jointly, ·ometimes 
separately. 

When we decide on a particular candidate, they fall under ,,-hat is 
called limited executive assignment, ,vhich is a noncarcer job. The 
papers are then forwarded to the Civil Service Commission and I 
believe the White House Personnel Office. I am not familiar ,vith what 
the White Honse Personnel Office doe. with them. If they have any 
objections, we usually hear from them. So far we have not had any 
particular problems in that proce. s. 

Once we receive the approval from both Civil Service and the White 
House Personnel Office, the appointments are announced. 

l\fr. BucHAKAN. Arc these lifetime civil servants? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. They do not need to be. We have the option of 

selecting noncivil servants or civil servants for the job. Once they go 
into that job they have no civil service tenure. We can fire them if we 
need to. 

:\fr. BucHANA T . In the process you described, thi::; is not a compet-
itive examination procedure, is it? 

::\1r. CARL uccr. :Ko, it is not. 
:Mr. BucHANAN. It is a mutter of the evaluation of an individual 

as to his competence for the job, essentially. 
Mr. CARLUCCI. Yes, sir. vVe get extensive references. For example, 

we are in the process of recruiting for the regional director job in our 
Dallas office right now. I think we are do\\-n to three or four cnntliclates. 
When that candidate come in to vi, it with me or \\·ith the Secretary, 
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a complete file is provided which lays out his curriculum and has in 
it all the reference checks on that individual. They are quite extensive. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Now, again I have mixed emotions about this 
because I think one of the problems of government, particularly 
under certain circumstances, is that you have a thin layer of leader-
ship attempting to exercise leadership control over a vast, built-in 
civil service bureaucracy, and I am sure that having people in charge 
at the regional level, that is, in relationship to the departmental leader-
ship, who are not people who were here when you got here and will 
be here when you are gone, so to speak, going on forever, I am sure 
there is some value in that. 

So, if one is sympathetic to the idea, he could say this is the way to 
assist in the implementation of the administration's leadership within 
that administration. On the other hand, critics have raised the ques-
tion of the possible politicizing of the process, particularly in the 
grant-making area through the establishment of this network of 
people around the Nation who are essentially political appointments, 
and placing more authority in their hands. 

Would you comment on that? 
Mr. CARLUCCI. I would not characterize them as political appoint-

ments. They are noncareer appointments. The purpose of putting 
people into the noncareer service is to insure policy compatibility. 
We have noncareer appointments, far more career appointments in 
Washington than we do in the regions. There is only one non career 
appointment in the region. That is the regional director. 

We are less interested in any political backo-round he may have-
I cannot think of any regional director that we have that has any 
political background per se-than in his policy compatibility, that 
he can understand the policies of the administration, is comfortable 
with them and can implement them. That is true of every noncareer 
appointment throughout the Department. Obviously you have to 
strike a balance between noncareer appointments and career 
appointments. 

The two groups have to learn to work together in order to have 
an effective organization. 

Mr. BucHANAN. I am quite sympathetic with this idea and with 
this system. Personally, it would appear to me that one of the 
great problems of government in our time is the civil service bureauc-
racy, or network of bureaucracy that goes on forever, regardless of 
the administration, regardless of who is in Congress. Although I 
am quite aware of many worthwhile and excellent public servants 
within that network, it appears to me that there is a great deal of 
psychological warfare between that entrenched bureaucracy and the 
Congress, and a great deal of psychological warfare between that group 
and the administration. There seems to be some value in having 
some people more or less in harmony with the particular adminis-
tration in positions of responsibility in the regional offices as well 
as in Washington. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. I think I would agree with you. 
Mr. BucHANAN. I would, however, raise a question we raised 'the 

other day becalVie I think it is worthy of caution. As you know, 'the 
Congress in tho legislation we have passed, tends to try to put as many 
things as possible in the grunt-making process, in the categorical 
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programs, on a merit basis. All of us have entities within our con-
gres ional districts, in States that are competing for funds from 
HEW. So long as it stays on a merit basis, every person, a small State, 
Republican or Democrat because it really does not make much 
difference if I in Alabama have to compete with somP big State, with 
Republican Senators n.nd a Republican Governor and a lot of electoral 
votet> for funds, over and a<Yainst my little State. In any kind of a 
political ystem, the fact that I'm a Republican Member of Congrc:-;s 
and my mayor is a Republican, too, does not make much difference. 
If we have to compete on that kind of basis, our entitie- get ~hot 
down, whereas if we are competing on a pure merit basis, as, for 
example, at :NIH where we are not rm1lly involved in that kind of 
thing, our cities are competing on the basis of the _merit of. their _ 
projects, and ac<'ording to the law, then, you have a different kind of 
situation which I think is generally fnircr. 

I raise this only then in the re~ionalization program. I hope it 
remains clear that essentially what hus to be good for the country is 
the maximum po-;sible degree of a nonpoliticizcd system in the grnnt-
making pro~ess. You get some choices where you have two things 
equally meritorious and I understand why there has to be a t ndency 
to go this way or that way. In essence I hope there is a clear r.ommit-
ment to a nonpolitical grant-making function in tbis new system. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. There is indeed, Mr. Buchanan. Thnt wonld 
apply to headquarters grants as well as regional office gnmts. \Ve 
arc not usin~ political criteria. We agree with you that grnnb shonld 
be made on the basis of merit, und this ;vns the clenr intent of ongre::,s, 
and we intend to carry it out. 

:\Ir. Bucru~ .\N. TlianlT yon, Mr. Secretary. 
1'.lr. FouNTAL T. Thank . Tou, :\Ir. Bnchanan. 
I may say at this point that, to the extent we do not finish, we 

will subm' t, any remaining questions to you nnd hope you will supply 
the answers for the record. 

Mr. CARLUCCI. ·we will be plca,cd to. 
~Ir. FouNTAL. Thuf3 far we Lave bC'cn raising some g<'nernl 

concern~. I , onld like to look at this in a little more detail. 
As I understand it, the dcccntrnlization effort is handled on a 

day-to-day ba ;i:; by a :m"ll group of mnnngemcnt. mrnl ·::-.b in the 
Office of the As~,i-.,tant Secretary for A<lminbtration un<l ~lnnugemcnt. 

Is that <·orrect? 
~fr. CARLUCCI. That is correct. That group is headed by ~fr. 

Mr Fee. 
~fr. Fou.·TAIN. How many people arc working on that? 
• Ir. l\IcFEI<J. It i~ n ta ·k force and it involves proplc on a pnrt-time 

ba..,is. We huve a. full-time project manugrr who is worki 1g 011 it. I 
believe thrre arc p ·ol,nhly four or five on it right now . 

... Ir. Fo-c. ·TAlN. Tl is group r.onld be c.·poscd to two di nc-C'rs, 
among other~. On , tlrn in working with HE\V <·ornponent ugcn('ics, 
they might, get tnk n in by whn the ngencics tell them, or two, that, 
a]t('rnativcly, with lit tlc undcl'::-, tandiug of how thes ngen<"ics wol'k 
and the nature of th ir programs, they may inadvertently nrnkc 
recommendntion..:; which <:onl<l prove dctrimentnl to the cffcr,tiYc 
and efficient fnnctioning of tho:,C ngcncics and progrums. 
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1 do not want to criticize Mr. l\1cFee or hiB stuff. I um not doing so. 
They have pnt a tremendous amount of time and effort into this. 
We hacl testimony Llst week, I believe, indicating that the planning 
doenments were extremely good. But. these arc potential clangers. 

I nm wondering ho\Y you and the Secretary, the men responsible 
for nrnking the fornl decisions, are going to in~ure thnt these potential 
danger:-i do not become a reality. 

I will not a:-;k you to give a full answer no-w. If you will supply 
onw comment for the re('orcl, I would appreciate it. 

)\ fr. CARLUCCI. Yes, )\fr. Chairman. 
[The information referred to follow;-;:] 

STATEMENT ON HKW D1-:c1rnTRALIZATION TAsK Fonc,-; SAF1<:Gtr.\1ws TO IN UL"\m 
APPROPRIATENESS OF RbCOMMI•;NDATIONS "' 

The following arc the safeguards that apply to the work of th<' DIIEW Task 
Foret• on Decentrulizntion to insure that rccommPndations :ire· not dctrimenbl to 
program operations and that the recommendations ar<' indcpendc'ntl~· sound: 

(1) It is an opc11 proces.;;. After task forcp staff re\·ic0 \\- , analrzC', and C'valnnte 
program opcrati()ns of ..;pccific agencies, draft task force findings and rccornmcnd,t-
tion..; .ire reviewed and commented upon by the lwad of tlw agC'nc.v, the regional 
directors and the Assistant ~C'crctnries. This provide · a full opportunity for agc·ncy 
h<'ndquarter..; and rPgionnl ;.;taff to identify task force rc~conmH'n<lations that ma:v 
negntivd:,· impact an effrctive program operation..;. In Hl"C:h ,,-her<' ..;111)..;tantial 
disagreement cannot. he resolved, the is-.ne,.; will be identific,ct and submitted to the 
Sccrebrv and Undpr SC'crd~lry for consideration. 

The department has nlso indicated to member.· of CongrC'ss that appropri-lte 
con:-;ultation with the applicable Committees of Congre..;,.; will proceed any final 
de<'is;,ms by the department on decentralization. 

(2) The task force slaff' is prr1(essi,)llally qualified. Th(' TIE\\' Decc·ntralization 
Task Force is made up of senior IIE,v profossional st:1ff q11.tlifi<'d in program and 
management mrnlysi-;. The task force is oper,1ting und<•r the a11thqrity of the 
Recret,tr~· 'IYho charged it 'IYith the respon~ibilit:1· for a thnr<mgh review of all 
a ~enc~· programs from the perspective of potential f,lJ' decentr·1liz.ition. 

The findings and recommendations of the task force arc' :tl"'o indcp<'ndcntly 
revie,n•d with staff from all support offices in the OflicC' of the ~ecrPbr>·· The-=e 
i ,clwl(• the Office's of Plmming and Evaluntion, the Cmnptroller, Legi-.,1:ttion, and 
the General Counsel. 

In adaition to UH' n',·irw b~· -.taff in hendqunrt<'rs, r('gional oilier officials are 
rPqnc':-.t('d to rPvic\1· the decentralization proposal,.: and to !--Uhmit their 
recommendation,.; to the h..;k force. 

The ta,-k force ;;taff \\·ill also make vi;.;its to regional offipc. · to conduct validation 
re, iP\\,.. and on-..;ii <' :uul~·,.;i,.; of re~ional pro2;rarn operations. 

:\Ir. FouxTAr.·. It might be helpful to con~idPr a few . pccific 
examples. :\Inyhe I cnn get through thc-;e very quickly. I do not think 
the.,· f·,1ll for long nn:-,wer.;;. 

In 1959 the c~timn tcd division between field ncr-.;minel and heacl-
qnnrters personnel in the Food and Drug Admin.istrntior~ w<1~ 2 to 1, 
I am told. That is, 66.4 percent of FDA personnel wcrr in thr field 
and :n.6 percent of the personnel were in ·washing-ton. Between 
]959 nnd 1971, the r,11io fell to 50- 50, in spit0 of the fo<-t that the 
number of people emplo.,·ed by FDA increu ·eel by :3:3:1.0 percent. 

In 1971, our suhcornrnittee i-;sued u report whi<-h ""t,1trd, and I 
am quoting: "The committee finds the clnplo.nnent of FDA':-; per-
sonnel resources 1msatisfnctory for maximum cmburnrr protec-
tion. * * * Although the optimum rclation;-;hip bf'tween the number 
of FDA personnel at headquarters and in tlw field cannot be stated 
with precision, the committee believes the proper ratio i-.; mnch clo. er 
to the di tribution that prevailed in 1959 than in 1971." That is 
when it was about 2 to 1. 
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In view of the yrry strong eommitment to deerntralizn~ion ,Yhich 
you have exprrs~ed, l would have expected FDA to b(' n prune t11rgct 
for moving ptT;-;onnPl to the field. Yet, the drnft decision memornndum 
preparrd by :nrnr staff simply notes that the rntio is 50-50, twcl nrnke' 
no recommendntion for further movement of personnel to the ficl<l. 

Does this in ,my wu, minimize vour commitment to decentrnli-
zation, or is this Ll.11 ('X<·eption to it? . 

:\Ir. CARLU<·cr. Let rne ask ::-..Ir. ::\fr Fee to answrr Urn t be('n use 
I have not -,ren mw of these draft decision memonrnclnrns. "\Vr lrn Te 
mnde it wickly tffn1l,lblc in the intrrests of doing thi:-, opt>nl>-, hut 
neither the Se<"rdar.,T nor I have seen or :-.igncd off on a single one of 
them vet. 

Let' me tlsk ~Ir. ~frFee. 
:\fr. ~IcFEt~. :\Ir. Chuirnrnn, the overnll decentrn1ization effort 

hns primarily looked at functions nncl at vnrions nspects of pro~tnun 
mnnagernent. \Y c hn Tc not been able to exnminr in deblil the snbjrct. 
of work meas11rrnwnt in un attempt to rne1lsure the netnnl resources 
that are needr<l to perform these functions on an optimum b1l-,i-,. 

l I1hlY sav thnt ,-our observ:.1tions nbout the Food and Drug Ad-
ministratio1i nre s11nrNl b_\T me person:lll_,·. It is one of the ngencie: 
whirh is a prim0 pilot in our overnll work n10asnr0ment rffort.· as 
part of a largrr manpower nrnnagemen t prognun. I as:-,urr you it 
will not go unnoti(·rd, and we are looking into the workloads nncl the 
various functions perfol'med in the Food and Drng Administrn tion. 

~1r. FouxTAL-. Ii mi~ht be instrnrtive in this regnrd to ]ook: at 
what the draft d(•<"ision memorandum s:n-s. It states and I nm 
quoting: "FDA had 21 major field office~ nnd approxirna te]y 100 
resident inspection stations staffed b:y nenrly 50 percPnt of the agenc,·'. 
personnel. This provides a strong regimrn1 strnct llrf' with progmm. 
authority, rcspon~ibilit)· a,nd capabi]ity to deal directly and conclu-
sively with Stntc ancl lo<'nl officin]s." 

That is the language of the draft mrmornnclum prepared by youi-
staff. 

Let's compn-rr that with the FDA clecmtralization plan which wa.~ 
prepared, of com-;c, by FDA prrsonnel. The FDA plan sbltes, nrnl 
again I am quoting: "At the presmt time FDA ha:-. 21 major field 
offi('es and approxim11tely 100 resident inspection stations .-tnffecl by 
nearly 50 per('en1 of the agency's per:-.onncl. This provfrles a ~tron~ 
regional strueture with program authority, respon:-;ibility nnd C,lpa-
bility to deal diredh· 1md ('onclusively with State ancl local offiei1.1l:-;." 

With the exception of the addition.ill words "at the present time'~ 
the same words :n·e used. as for a. I cnn determine, in your dru.f 
decision memor,mclum nnd in the FDA plnn. 

Would you ('are to comment on that? 
~fr. :\lcFEE. I think your earlier questions coneerning the cupa-

bi1ity or the four;-, you mny have of a 'tnff being objectiye is clearly 
one that I share ,,ith Yon. I will fully ndmit thnt in thi: ca:-ie we are 
taking FDA\, word fo1: the fact that there i:-; sufficient (·npability there 
to perform th,l t function. As I said, WC are not able Ht thi. time to 
perform detailed nrnnpower utilization anal)·· e.-. Consequen tr~-,. i 
many area. , ·we mu:-:.t aecept an agency's word for effective prrsonne 
distribution. However, we wil1 be doing both manpower utiforntio 
studie. and validation exercise . 
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Let me also rMmphasize that this is a draft decision memo. This 
decision memo is presently being circulated, and there are a great 
many people that are involved in commenting on the adequacy of 
these personnel before the finaJ decision is made to the Secretary. 
I am sure this will be looked into. 

:Mr. FouNTAI . Dr. Goldberg was just reminding me of something 
we have been concerned about for some time, and that is the adequacy 
of FDA's personnel in the field. -

I am going to conclude with just one statement. As I suggested, we 
wiJl submit questions to you and we will appreciate your supplying 
answers for the record, in addition to any other information we have 
requested. 

I expect that I speak for Mr. Buchanan and all of us when I say 
that regardless of what you do or how you do it, I am sure the Congress 
will continue to hold the Secretary and his program managers account-
able for results, not the field personnel. 

I do not believe Ccngress will ever accept as legitimate any explana-
tion that the Department does not know or did not know what was 
happening in the field. 

11r. CARLUCCI. We would not offer such an explanation. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Nor would the Congress readily accept the explana-

tiGn that an unacceptable action was taken by subordinates. 
You have been very helpful, Mr. Carlucci, and we appreciate your 

coming up together with your associates. The subcommittee stands 
in recess until tomorrow morning at 10. 

[Mr. Carlucci's prepared statement follows:] 
PREP,\.RED STATEMENT OF FRANK C. CARLUCCI, UNDER SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 

EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. My colleagues and I from 
HEW welcome the opportunity to appear this morning. We welcome these 
hearings because they should yield a comprehensive overview of what we mean 
when we refer to New Federalism. The various programs and policies of New 
Federalism affect most activities of the Federal Government, not just the categor-
ical grant-in-aid programs, and the relation hips between all levels of govern-
ment and the individual citizens they serve. Thus, it is a matter of great signifi-
cance that your subcommittee initiated the, c hearings. 

The Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee has a long history of attention 
to specific HEW programs and agencies. We know that you will give the same 
thoughtful, searching attention to the HEW-wide issues raised in these hearings 
as you have in the past given to other special areas of concern. 

We have another rem;;on for welcoming this invitation to testify, namely the 
opportunity to explain the Department's decentralization program and what we 
expect it to achieve. We know that the moving of authority now held in the 
Washington headquarters to HEW field officials is of great interest to the Congress 
and to the public served by our programs. We, therefore, have encouraged the 
Congress to acquaint itself with our decentralization program, and we are delighted 
that your Subcommittee has taken the initiative in this area. 
A. The HEW Perspective on New Federalism 

From prior witnesses, you have already heard a great deal that will place our 
comments this morning in perspective. Underlying all of the words that you have 
heard and will hear about New Federalism and about HEW decentralization is 
one major purpose: to make government, at all levels, more responsive to the 
people it serves. 

The major themes of New Federalism are a critical analysis of the roles of the 
different levels of government-Federal, State, and local-and areas essment of 
how the Federal Government's role should be organized. 
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The need for these complementary effort ha. resulted from, pectacular growth 
in the number of targeted, narrowly defined categorical Federal program of 
a si tance to tate and local government . This prolif era ti on of programs has had 
an impact far beyond Washinp;ton. The State houRe and nrnny city halls and 
county seat , have been compelled to develop their own mechani ' InS for handling 
these Federal programs. 

Moreover, the Federal laws that govern grant. have frequently created vertical 
hierarchic. of agencies, when what's needed are horizontal partnership .. For 
example, in many tates the Health Department talks to the County Health 
Department and to the Health Services Administration at HEW. But it eldom 
even looks in the direction of its si ' ter State agencies in welfare, labor and 
education. 

With each level of government responsible, to varying extent. , for each program, 
accountability has been blurred and beneficiaries of our programs bewildered. 
And when hierarchy instead of partner:-;hip prevails, bewilderment can turn 
into despair as an individual, a famil:',· or a tate or local official is shunted from 
pillar to post in his carch f :.-ir the service. which IIEW provide . 

In their efforts to serve a variety of human need , Federal categorical programs 
have di 'played enervating weaknesse ; they have fragmented program responsi-
bility and imposed piecemeal, overlapping or inconsistent approaches to complex 
human problems. Exce sive categorization al~o tend to put too much deci~ion-
making in Washington, while denying Governors and Mayors the fiscal and 
admini ' trative controls they need to manage programs sensibly. 

Sorting out this maze of responsibilities has been one of the major domestic 
ta k~ of this Administration. Our rationalization has everal thrusts: 

a shift in decision making from the Federal government to States and localities, 
a redistribution of Federal management decision-making from Washington 

to field office , 
simplification of Federal activitie b:',• such means a removal of unnece. ary 

constraint , consolidation, more flexible funding, and forward funding, 
more empha. is on a sistance to States and localities to help them improve 

program management and services delivery, and 
better management of programs for which the Federal government has the 

principal responsibility. 
In connection with my point about simplification of Federal activities, I note 
that the subcommittee has before it for consideration II.R. 1123€, "The Joint 
Funding Simplification Act." This bill, which has already pas ' ed the enate as 
S. 2299 and which is almost identical to a bill that passed the House in the 91st 
Congre s, presents one more opportunity for improving the administration of 
Federal assistance programs. The bill, which would not effect substantive provi-
ions of grant program , would simplify funding and other administrative provi-

sions in those cases where a grantee receives a. sistance from more than one agency 
or program. We urge early, favorable consideration of H.R. 11236. 

Mr. Chairman, with these comments in mind, I would now like to turn to HEW 
and our efforts to make the Department'~ program more respon ive to the people 
we serve. 
B. Decentralization and Regionalization at HEW 

l. The Department and its overall management improvement activi·ties. 
HEW is the largest dome. tically-oriented Federal department. The HEW 

fiscal year 1975 President's budget calls for an employment figure of 126,000 and 
a budget of $113.7 billion in requested appropriations and $111 billion in e. timated 
outlays. The Department pre!'-ently admini ters well over 300 i:-eparate programs, 
through its 15 major aaencie and office , mo t of which are headquartered in 
the Washington metropolitan area. 

The Department has 10 Regional office . These are headed by an HEW 
Regional Director appointed by the ,'ecretary. A. sociated with them are repre-
sentatives of each of the Department's major program agencie . Some of these 
program officials report to the Regional Director; mo. t report to officials in the 
Washington h ndquartC'r.· of their agC'ncies. Within every Region, there are field 
offices of mu.ny HE\V agencies, . uch a.' the ,'ocial ,'ecnrity Adminh,tration, the 
Food and Drug Adrnini. trntion, and the Indian Health .'ervice. 

IIEW's growth ov<'r the past few yN\r.· has been little short of phenomenal. 
From fi cal year 19G4 to fi ·cal year 1974, the budget grew from $22 billion to 
$97 billion. Along with the growth in size ha ~ come a growth in complexity. Just 
as a ·ingle individual or family may have income maintenance, education, health, 
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con. umer protection and socinl :-;ervices ncci--. so thi:-; Department has o\·er the 
~·cam beC'n given authorit~· to conduct over :mo program:-; rauging from Drenatal 
cnre to nursing home saf<'t:v, from bio-nwdirnl research to vocational C'dll<:'ati,m, 
from supplemental security income payments to the c.ontrol of dangcrou:-; drngs 
and food stuffs. 

This wide array of pro.grams alone i:-; enough to make ddi,·0ring IIE\\' 
<:;ervices to eligible groups of people a. compl...,x nublic manag-enwnt tn:-;k. But the 
ta-:k is further complicM0d lwcau.;,e the peopl0 IIE\\'" sen·e-, liv<' on a scal0 rangiug 
from total dependency to complete self-snfficienc~·. Some pco•)le simply rec(·ive 
a mnnthly social securit,· che"k. Other,;, fartlwr down the dependency ln,ddcr, ma~, 
need many HE\V service..; to move thPm up. Too often our complex array of 
program-, doe,- ju.·t the rcver:-.<>. Our clum-;v, isolated human service :-:ystems arc, 
in short, not delivering the timely, integrat0d sen·icc-; people need. 

At IIEW, we arc tr~·ing to do something about this. Decentralization and 
regionalization arc among th~, most vital of the things we're doing to improye 
IIEW's ability to d<'liver timely, integrated HerviceH. But there arc man~· others, 
including: 

improving our S)'Rtcm of management b~· ohjcctiveR, set hy our agencieR 
and monitored hy t.he Recretar~· and Cndc•r fkcrctar)·, 

instituting a Departmental Management Council, chaired by the "Gnder 
Sc~cret.ary, 

Rtrengthening our coordination of grantf- and contracts policy and our 
management planning capacit)·, 

bringing together under a new Assi,:;tant , 'ccretary for Human Development 
thoRe sf'r\'ice programs which are targPtc•d on special groups of rccipi<'nts, 

rnpporting lcg;isla,t.ion which ,rnuld help simplify the categorical program 
structure-for example, in the el0mc•ntan· and Recondar)· education 
ar0a-or which, like the Allied Services Act, would encourage States and 
localitieR to explore wn,)·s to intcgn1tC' the d<'ii\'crr of hunrn.n services, and 

participating in intPragency effort,,, ;.,uch as th<' Federal AssiHtance Review, 
which haYe helpc•d to simplify Fedrral grant-making procedures and 
i-tandnrdize requiremcntR impoRed on States and local officials by grant-
in-aid programs. 

I would 1w pleased to rxplain a.n>· of these in whate,·er detail th0 Subcommittee 
may wish, hut let mr turn now to HEW decentralization activities. 

2. Derentrahzatio11. 
Decentralization is the d<'legation of decision-making authorit~· from head-

quarter.., officials to regional officials. It should be clearl)· diHtinguished from 
rcgionalization, which is strengthening the capacit)· of the HEW Regional Director 
to coordinate the IIEW programs in his region. 

We hclieYe that decentralized programs yield major benefits. Among them arc: 
1. DeciRion making h~· officialR closer to the public being ,:;crved and 

familiar ,...-ith local conditions and needs. 
2. A reduction in the number of timf'-con,:;uming reviews characteristic 

of centralized s~·stems in which operational decisions must be made at the 
headquarters. 

3. A greater opportunit~· for interagenc~· coordination and action. 
4. Freedom for headquarters staffs to focus on overall policy, evaluation 

and planning. 
'\\'hen 8ecretary Weinberger and I cnme to IIEW a year ago, we found the 

Department already carrying on many important activities in the field. The 
Social Security Administration, the biggest HEW agency, is geographically dis-
bursed \\'ith approximately 1,200 district office,:; bringing its services close to the 
beneficiaries of our Rocial Security programf-. The Food and Drug Administration 
has been operating on a decentralized basi:-. for over 3.'> years. Some grant-in-aid 
progl"ams, such as the Hill-Burton program, have been adminiRtC'rcd from re-
gional office:-; for man~· years, and othern, like thP ·o-called Trio Program, CCp\rnrd 
Bound, Talent 'carch and Follow Through), ha\'e been decentralized more 
recently. 

To initiate greater emphasis on decentralization, Secretary \Veinbrrger is:-;ucd 
in March of 197:3 a directive stepping up the HEW effort hy, in effect, shifting 
the burden of proof from those who \\'cmld decentralize' HEW programs to those 
who would perpetuate centralization. The , 'ecreiar~·'s memorandum called for 
decentralization plans from all Agency Heads aPd A::;sistant Secretaries. A De-
centralization Task Force wa.' e 'tablished 11flder the Assi ·tant 'ecretary for 
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Administration and l\Ianagement to oversee the Department's decentralization 
efforts. 

Initial proposals were submitted b~· the AgPnc~· Heads and Assistant Recreta ie-.; 
and discussions between them and the Task Force are continuing. Draft decision 
memoranda have also been prepared for m:my t1gcncies and circulatrd tn Assistant 
~ecretaries, our Regional Directors, and the Heads of Agencie · related to tho;-;e 
programs still in the process of being decentraliz<'d. A review of these draft decision 
memoranda is presently under way. This procl'ss, I might add, is a totally open 
one. Provision has been made for the affc>ctrd Agrncies to rract and dbcuss their 
reaction with the Tusk Force before final recommendation· are made to the Sec-
retary. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of the careful and detailed anal:n,cs 
\\"hich are made as a part of the proees,, of dl'Centralizing. \Vhen the ~ecretar~· 
acts on the final decision memoranda, he "ill bP approving or disapproving 
litNally dozens of recomnl<'ndations on spccific program activities. 

No final decisio11 memoranda have ~·<.'t be<'n prc'sC'nted to the ~ecretary or me. 
However, we expect to be receiving memomnda for some of the Health Agencies 
shortlv. 

Running through our drcentralization discussion:-; for all IIEW agrncirs arc• 
certain important qurstion:-:. We must decide which programs can brst bP ad-
ministered b,· our fic>ld offices and thus nr<> candidatr:-; for decc,ntralization. \Ve 
must decide to whmn in our field officP · ::mthorit)· can or :-;hould be dPlegatrd. \V c 
m11:-;t abo decide how accountability and over:-;ight for decentralized prngrams 
can be maintained. And, finall)·, wr mu:-;t give careful attrntion to the sclv,dule 
to be followed in actually shifting authority and personnel for decentralized 
programs to the fiC'ld. 

In th<' Rrcrrtar.,·'"' memorandum of ::\larch 6, 1973, and in my memorandum of 
:.\larch 26, we established :-;ome basic criteria for deciding what functions ~·hould iw 
d<'centralizPd and which should be maintainrd at headquarter:-;. With your per-
mis~inn, · ::\Ir. Chairman, I would like th0:-;r m0moranda to become a part of the 
rrcord. In brief, thcse critc>ria deal with the following: (1) legislative compatibility, 
(2) requirements for nationwide comprtition, (:3) nature of assistance pro,·ided, 
(4) the phase of developmrnt that the program is in, (,j) requirement' for direction 
and control, and (6) the scale of the program. 

A..,, thrse criteria indicate, decentralization is not always an all or nothing de-
cisirm. That is, within a single activity there ma)· hr functionf-; that can be per-
formed in the field and othC'f;; that should remain at headquarters. Of course, 
W(' are a]:-;o bound h>' statutory constraints in :-;ome casr:-; in determining which 
functions :-;hould b<' drcentralized. We naturall>r must comply with such legi:-;lativc 
prescriptions. 

Once we have decided that a program is a candidate for decentralization, Kc 
mu:-;t examine to whom authority may be dPlcgated. Here, statutory constraint-; 
ma:v he available to guide u:-;. 

In most areas wh0rc• th<' laws giYe us flexibilit)·, our intent is to delegate au-
thorit~' to the appropriate program administrators in the rrgional offices. These 
ar<> the field commissioners of the Washington program agencie:-, concerned with 
hralth, rducation, sllcial se>rvices, and so forth. 

I should note herr that in :a:ome ca,,es there are. tatutory or other expres8ions of 
Congressional concern that delegation take place only after adequate cornmltation 
with the Congress. For example, the Rc>hahilitation Act of 1973 and the H)73 
Amendments to the Older Americans Act both require that HEW notif>· Congress 
when0ver we propose to delegate authorit~' to official:-; not directly responsible to 
the per:-;on Yested with program authorit>r hy those respective ActR. In otlH'r area:, 
notabl.,· the health and education arem,, Congre:-;;-;ional conference report language 
has been adopted which urges consultation with the Congre s before actual 
delrgation takes place. 

, ccretar)' Weinberger and I cannot too strongly stres:-; that we regard adequate 
con-;nltation with Congress to be an e:-;:-;ential ingredient of a successful decentral-
ization program. \Yhcthrr or not con.,ultation is called for by explicit cxpre:-;:-;ions 
of Congressional intent. We have presented testimon~· before ,'everal Congressional 
committees, including the Appropriation,' Committee:, on our decentralization 
plans. We welcome, as we do this hearing, further Congressional forum. for <>x-
plaining our plans and the benefits which we are seeking through their implementa-
tion. 

No matter to whom the D partmcnt',' statutory authority i. delegated, we rnu~t 
retain accountability for the exercbe of that authority. The 'ecretary and "Gnder 
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Secretary will remain responsible for overall policy planning and guidance, for 
evaluating HEW programs, and for continuing oversight of regional activities to 
assure consistency among the regions and effective program administration. 

One example of our oversight of regional offices is the recently instituted pro-
gram for systematically reviewing the quality of management in our ten regional 
offices. The first of these Regional Management reviews involved our Dallas 
,office, and the resulting report has been provided to subcommittee's staff. The 
Kansas City management review is underway, and studies of the other eight 
regions should be finished within 2 years. 

As I'm sure you will agree, Mr. Chairman, accountability for decentralized 
activities runs to the Congress as well as to the Secretary and myself. Congres-
::-ional oversight will be maintained through continued access to HEW official& in 
both Washington and the field on any matter of concern to a Member or Com-
mittee of Congress, as well as through oversight hearings, hearings on expiring or 
new legislation, and hearings on our annual appropriations requests. 

Earlier in my statement I alluded to the size and complexity of HEW. I mention 
these features of the Department here again in emphasizing that decentralization 
at HEW cannot be a monolithic concept. It must be flexible enough to take into 
account the various purposes and groups of people which HEW programs were 
designed to serve. We believe that the proce s of discussion and review which 
attend the formulation of a decentralization plan for any HEW agency will 
yield the best thinking of specific program administrators as well as those of us 
who have overall responsibility. Decentralization is neither fiat nor fad, but a 
teady process of reassessing how we may best serve people. 

3. Regionalization. 
Regionalization complements decentralization. It means strengthening the 

capacity of the 10 HEW Regional Directors to coordinate all the HEW pro-
grams within their regions. 

The Regional Director is the one field official concerned with fostering effective 
management throughout his region. In this role, he must work with the various 
Regional Commissioners to a sist them in improving the quality of program 
administration. He is also responsible for identifying problems requiring head-
quarters action and assuring that information and recommendations are pre-
sented to Washington. 

The Regional Director is the Department's principal planner and evaluator 
in the field. In di charging this responsibility, he utilizes the full gamut of manage-
rial, analytical, and evaluative tools at his disposal and works with all concerned 
officials of the Department. 

The Regional Director is also responsible for assuring that co01dination takes 
place among related programs. In this capacity, he convenes the apr.ropriate 
field officials and establi hes such task forces, communications arrangements, 
and other procedures as appear warranted. 

In fostering good management, he does not, however, assume re ponsibility 
for substantive program decisionmaking unless that authority has been formally 
delegated to him. As I noted earlier, this authority now ordinarily rests with the 
appropriate program official in the field who is accountable to his agency at head-
quarters. The Regional Director does, however, seek to assure that all delegated 
authorities are discharged in a manner conducive to a coordinated Departmental 
effort. 

Strengthening our Regional Directors to perform all these tasks has meant 
several things. First, they now report directly to the Secretary and Under Secre-
tary instead of through an Assistant Secretary as they did for many years. The 
Regional Directors now meet regularly, and I have presided over each of these 
meetings to give them the benefit of the Secretary's and my view of IIEW's 
mission and problems and to hear directly from them about their own. 

Increa ing the Regional Directors' staff is also a part of this effort. For example, 
until recently there wa. no regional financial officer re pon ible for watching 
the expenditure of funds in regionally-administered programs. After a trial with 
a regional comptroller in our Dallas office, we are placing comptroller positions 
in each regional office. 

Under decentralization, the respom;ibilities of regional officials will increase as 
decisionmak.ing moves to the field. With more decisions being made in the field, 
more coordination among the decisionmakers becomes nece sary. The Regional 
birecton:;, better than a ma. sive bureaucracy in Wa. hington, are able to oversee 
the Department's activities, to coordinate HEW programs acros -the-board so 
that your constituents receive maximum benefit from HEW programs, and to 
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coordinate what HEW does with State and local governments and other Federal 
agencies. 

As with decentralization, regionalization is not an all-or-nothing proposition. 
,Ve intend to be thoughtful in our efforts to improve the Regional Directors' 
-coordinating capacity and critical of the exercise of that capacity. For example, 
the report of the HEW team which studied our Dallas Regional Office suggested 
that an internal procedure called the Reigional Director's Review and Sign-off 
f;hould be re-examined. Originally intended to help give the Regional Director a 
grasp on the variety of activities taking place within a region, it may be that the 
:;;heer volume and the workload may not be worth the benefit. If this is the case, 
we shall re-examine the desirability of the procedure. But we do believe that 
careful plans to decentralize HEW decisionmaking authority should be comple-
mented by well-considered plans to strengthen HEW Regional Directors. We 
br>lieve that our plans for both are needed to improve HE,V's performance and 
that thPy will so prove under the scrutiny of the subcommittee and the public. 

4. Crili"cisms and Our Response. 
As with any major reaJinement of governmental responsibilities, some mis-

understanding and confusion exists among groups affected by HEW decentrali-
zation efforts. I would like for a moment to recall for the Subcommittee some of 
the criticisms which have been leveled at IIEW's decentralization and regionali-
zation efforts. 

First, we are criticized for initiating a novel and strange procedure. From what 
you have heard from other witnesses, as well as the brief description I have giYen 
-of programs which have been decentralized at HKW for some time, it should be 
clear to any careful observer that decentralization is neither new nor unusual. 
Other departments have successfully decentralized programs as large and com-
plex as those administered by HEW. 

Second, some may assume that the emphasis now being placed by Secretary 
Weinberger and myself on deccntralizntion in IIEW means that we have ordered 
.a wholesale shifting of nuthority and personnel to our 10 regional offices. I hope 
my comments have made clear that careful attention is being given to both the 
purpo. es which each of our over 300 programs serves, as well as to the statutory 
and Congressional guidance which has been given to us. 

Third deCBntralization has been criticized as inserting an extra layer of bureauc-
racy between the ultimate recipients of HEW's services and programs and HEW 
officials in Washington. Far from adding another layer of bureaucracy, decentrali-
zation gives field officials final authority in making decisions on many matters 
which now come to the Washington headquarters. In other words, the bureau-
1cratic layering which State and local officinls and applicants for HEW programs 
must now face will be reduced, not increased. 

Fourth, some critics assume that enhancing the role of the Regional Director 
and placing more authority in regional officials will reduce our intere10t in program 
effectiveness to enhance management efficiency. I hope I have made clear that our 
entire decentralization effort i:: to make HEW r::ervices and programs better serve 
those people that they are intended to serve. We believe that putting authority 
to take action in regional offices, where it is closer to State and local officials and 
beneficiarie of HEW programs, as well as giving Regional Director. an enhanced 
role in coordinating inter-related services within regions, will yield better services 
for people. Regional people, because they can see what is really happening in the 
delivery of services, are usually more sensitive to what needs to be improved or 
modified than remote officiaL in the Washington headquarters. Additionally, 
all regional officials, including the Regional Director and his staff, will be held 
accountable for improving responsivene~R to our beneficiaries and to State and 
local officials, not for meeting some abstract management principle. 

A final criticism which concerns us greatly is th<' allegation that decentralization 
will diminish or frustrate the ability of CongreRs to oversee HEW program . I 
cannot too firmly stress that decentralization ·will take place ,vithin the limits 
prescribed by the Congres1' and in full cognizance of Congressional interest and 
intent. Mor over, Congre. 1'ional acces to HEW official in Washington and the 
regions will remain unimpaired. Congress's ability to review and inve_tigate the 
conduct of operation. in regional offices is no less than itr:: ability to invc:nigate 
and review activities carried on in Washington. The real question in the area of 
Congressional oversight of regional activiiie. i:,, what is the will of Congrc~s and 
the committees \\ith juril"diction over HEW program , not where in llbW is 
placed the authority to take individual actions. 
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C. Conclusion 
In clo:ing, ).Ir. Chairman, we note again our pl"n:-urc "·ith the opportunit~- to, 

app, ar before :nrnr Subcorn.mittee. I bclievf' the relationship bctwePn the Dc,part-
ment and the subcommittee in preparing for tlw:--e hrn,ring:- ha:-; been a coopera-
tive one, and I am confident that this attitude will chnract0rizc our joint C'fforts 
to pr<':,ent and anal?ze the major i"suc which ) ' OU arc addre:-;sing. 

I would be happy to answer any que::;tions which you or y(Jur colleagues on 1 he 
ubcommittce may ha\'c. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-
convene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, February 6, 1974.] 



NEW FEDERALIS~l 

( Organizational and Procedural Anangements for Federal 
Grant Administration) 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1974 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
IxTERGOVERN. rE~TAL RELATIO~s SuBco-:1.nIITTEE 

OF THE CmnnTTEE ON GovERN~IENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notic-e, at 10 :20 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn Honse Office Building, Hon. L. H. Fountain (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives L. H. Fountain, Don Fuqua, and John H. 
Buchanan, ,Jr. • 

Also pr{'scnt: Dr. Delphis 0. Goldberg and Dr. Gary Bombardier, 
prof c~,sional staff nwmbers; and Richard L. Thompson, minority 
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

::\Ir. Fou:xT. rx. Let the subcommittee come to order. ·we are cont inning thi. morning the hearings we began last week on 
the"~ Tew Federalism." We are fortunate to have with us this morning 
the Assistant Secretary of Community Planning and Development 
of the Department of Housing and Urban Development, Mr. David 0. 
::\focker, Jr. 

::\fr. ::\lerkcr, we are pleased to have you with us this morning. ,v oulcl you identify the people accompanying you, and then proceed 
with Yorn· statement. 

~h~. ~IEEKER. On my left is Mr. Vincent J. Hearing, who is Deputy 
Assistant Secrctnr.r for Administration, who is here to speak on any 
q11estions that yon hnve on the HUD decentralization issue. 

On our right i:-i ::\Ir. Ernest J. Zupancic, who is senior evaluation 
tu~ al_yst on my staff, who assisted in preparing the pnpers that we 
have given to the stt1ff concerning planned variations and annual 
nrrangements. He will answer any questions you have about those 
papers. 

\\~hat I woulcl like to do, with yonr permis:-ion, is to read a portion 
of this prepared stntement, that portion that deals with the annual 
arrangements and with the plnnned variations progrnm, and introduce 
the decentn.1lizntion portion into the record and deal with that in a 
qne:-,tion and answer :-;es~ion, if that is satbfoctory. 

~Ir. Fo1JNTAIN. That will be fine. 
(273) 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID 0. MEEKER, JR. , ASSISTAMT SECRETARY 
FOR COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT 
OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT; ACCOMPANIED BY 
VINCENT J. HEARING, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR AD-
MINISTRATION; AND ERNEST J. ZUPANCIC, SENIOR EVALUATION 
ANALYST 

Mr. MEEKER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am happy to have the opportunity to discuss with you a number of 
initiatives which we at HUD have been carrying out in support of 
the President's program. Today, I will describe our experience with 
annual arrangements and planned variations, two demonstration pro-
grams to test some of the concepts embodied in the proposed Better 
Communities Act. In addition, I will talk about some aspects of our 
decentralization that moved decisions to the field and provided better 
service to State and local governments. ' 

These are programs in which I personally take a great interest. 
E ven though I have had program responsibility at HUD for only a 
short time, in my former position as deputy mayor of Indianapolis, 
I administered that city's planned variation::; program. Prior to that, 
I served as Director of Metropolitan Development, administering all 
HUD categorical programs, and earlier as Model Cities director. 
T herefore, I @an speak from two different perspectives on this program. 

Incidentally, during my service in Indianapolis, I was personally 
involved in the first integrnted grant admini tration program. Dwight 
Ink describ2d some of the accomplishments of this program to you 
last week, and I can tell you from my own experience as a local offi-
cial that IGA is a great help to a city in improving its management of 
Federal grants. 

This is especially relevant at this time, since Congress has before 
it a legislative proposal, passed by the Senate as S. 2299 and now pend-
ing in the House, to provide statutory authority to this administrative 
initiative. HUD as a department and I, per::-;onally, would like to 
go on record in favor of this legislation, R.R. 11236, the Joint Fun<ling 
Simplification Act. 

Now, I would like to talk briefly about annual arrangement~, fol-
lowed by planned variations. 

Annual arrangements is a negotiation process between HUD field 
staff and local general purpose government d signed to provide better 
coordination of HUD's categorical programs with local needs. In 
order to permit maximum opportunity for e.·perimcntation and to 
allow the process to be tailored to fit locn1 situations, substantial 
flexibility has been given HUD field staff in planning for and negotiat-
ing annual arrangements. As a result, there are important differences 
in the way the process works in cli:ffer<>nt parts of the country. 

In general, th"' arrangement procetjs begins with a joint decision 
between the HUD area office and a local government to negotiate 
an arrangement. The local chief executive is briefed on the proce~~ 
and invited to draw up a city strategy statement as the basis for 
negotiations. If the city is interested, a committee is formed, made 
up of the major HUD grant recipients, to prepare the strategy state-
ment. The city strategy statement generally lists the locality's 
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community development goals and objectives, the problems it faces 
in reaching these, and the steps it plans to solve these problems, 
including the HUD resources it is requesting in the year to come. 
This statement is reviewed by the HUD field staff in the light of 
statutory and administrative requirements and the resources available. 

The key to the arrangement process is a face-to-face negotiating 
session between the local chief executive and the HUD area office 
director. At this meeting the two officials answer any questions they 
might have and work out compromise positions on the issues raised 
by the city strategy statement. 

The resulting agreement is embodied in a memorandum of un-
derstanding, signed by both parties, which lays the basis for the 
relationship between HUD and the city in the year to come. It in-
dicates actions the city will take to resolve deficiencies in the admin-
istration of HUD-supported programs as well as funding the city 
can expect. 

The major objective of the arrangement process is to enable citie" 
to improve their coordination of HUD-funded programs and to in-
crease their ability to set local priorities. To do this, it focuses on 
the local general purpose government and the local chief executive 
and provides them with the opportunity to plan for and manage 
these programs as part of a city-wide community development 
strategy. 

The Federal categorical program structure grew without any 
plan or much coordination, to provide specific solutions to specific 
nationally recognized problems. HUD, for example, administers a 
large number of programs, each of which is governed by its own 
legislation. Until recently each of these programs was administered 
by its own team of HUD program specialists and their counterparts 
at the local level. At no point was there any mechanism to coordinate, 
for example, an open space program with a subsidized housing project. 
The annual arrangement process provides a mechani m for carrying 
out such coordination at both HUD and the local level. 

The process focuses on the local level because the needs e. ·ist 
there and the solutions must be found there. Years of experience ·with 
categorical programs indicate that coordination must take place at 
the local level if programs are to operate at ma:,,.imum effectiveness 
in support of a comprehensive citywide strategy. 

Unfortunately, most communities lack the capability to prepire nnd 
carry out such a strategy because of organizational fragmentation and 
the independence of many local agencies. Federal laws and funding 
patterns have encouraged a situation in which, for example. local 
housing authorities and local renewal agencies are often not responsive 
to the elected general purpose government because their primary 
funding is from the Federal Government. 

Annual arrangements have inserted the general purpose government 
and the chief executive into the funding proces , thereby providing 
the opportunity to coordinate these agencies and the programs they 
administer. 

Another problem for the locality has been the uncertainty of Federal 
funding. Citi s would prepare applications and wait months or eyen 
years before getting a rcspon e, either yes or no, from the Federal 
Government. In the meantime, local actions dependent on the Fe eral 



276 

funds would be he1<l up. If the application was finally approved, there 
would be further delays while the localit,, raised its local share and took 
other necessary supporting actions. 

The arrangement process rives the cit? reasonable assurance that 
certain funds will br snpplied during the year. Therefore, they can 
phm the actions needed to support the program. As a result it is much 
more likely that a comprehensive citywide strategy cnn be developed 
and implemented. 

Over 200 cities have negotiated with HUD since the arrangement 
pro<'ess was begun in December of 1970 . .My staff has just published 
an evaluation renort based on data from 84 of these cities. This report, 
a copy of which has been provided to the subcommittee stn,ff, indicates 
some of the advantage..:; of the arrangement process as well as the 
obstacles put in its path by the categorical prog;ram structure. 

The arrangement process has enconra,ged cities to establish a process 
for developing the kind of comprehensive citywide strategies needed 
to coordinate the activities carried out under HUD-funded progmms. 
An analysis of the written cit~, strateQ"y statements indicated that 
almost 90 percent of the cities developed such a strrrte~y. 

[ore important, citv participation in the arrangement process led 
to the establishment of forn1:1l mechanisms to manaQ'e nnd coordinate 
these activities on a continuing basis. One out o(every two cities 
studied took some formal action in this regard. 

The mechanisnrn used include: (1) a coordinating committee, com-
posed of the chief executive and directors of HUD client agencies or 
departments; (2) a city department of community development, 
merging such programs as urban renewal and public housing with staff 
functions such as citywide planning; and (3) a rommunity cleYe1op-
ment coordinator's office, serving a-.; a staff arm of the chief executive 
to increa, e coordination of all development nrograms in the cit~"· 

Also of importnnce in terms of continuing influence hns been the 
involvement of the local (·hief executive in the arrangement process 
und, thereby in community development matters. An indepth analysis 
of arrangements in 20 cities indirnted thnt the chief exerntive was the 
chief negotiator 70 percent of the time. Because the mayor'> or citv 
managers were involved in the funding process, local agen.cies bccam·e 
more responsive to them in 11 of the 20 cities. In four of the others the 
nrrnngement process confirmed and consolidated a responsiveness that 
nlready existed. 

Such changes make it more probable that the local general purpose 
~ovemment wil1 be nble to plan and carry out a coordinated corn-
m1mity development stratee-y. In 29 of the 84 cities studied the annual 
nrrangement process included a review and comment authority simi-
lar to the f'rERC of the plftnned variations demonstration. 1'his, of 
rnurse, is . till another way of providing for a continuing coordinating 
funrtion in the community development area. 

The benefits of the arrangement process to the coordination of local 
government planning and manag-ing arc especially evident in the area 
of budgetary decisionmaking. By providing cities with tentative as-
Ftmmce of funds for sperific projects, HUD has substantially improved 
the nbi]ity of local vovernments to plan and manage effectively. 

Fifteen of the 20 cities studied in depth reported that this assurance 
improved their operntional decisionmaking. A a re:ult, they could 
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plan more effectively to support the HUD-funded activities. In ad-
dition, cities benefited becau e they only prepared application. for 
projects likely to be funded. 

The evaluation also indicated obstacles facing the arrangement 
process. The most important of these were caused by the categorical 
program structure. Annual arrangement are administrative demon-
..., trations and cannot, of cour::se, make any changes in statutory re-
quirements. Thus, for example, localities were seriously limited in 
their ability to set funding priorities, because funds from one program 
could not be used to carry out other kinds of activities. 

A city might want open space funding, for example, but have to 
take neighborhood facilities because those were the only funds 
available. 

Furthermore, HUD funds are often required, by law, to go to 
particular agencies, not the general purpose government. Although 
the arrangement proce::-,s involves the general purpose government 
and offers it some leverage, the fact that particular funds must go to 
particular independent agencies limits the city's coordinating 
authority. 

Finally, the arrangement proce. sis subject to the Federal bnclget-
ary cyele and not to local procedures. As a result, cities do not always 
get full benefit from the tentative fund assurance. They might ron-
dude an arrangement and learn of probable funding only after they 
have already prepared their budget for the year. 

The annual arrangement process was intended as a demon. tration 
program to prepare for a revenue-sharing approach. At thi time we 
are estimating that the propo ed Better Communities Act will take 
effect on July 1, 1974. Consequently we ha.Ye not encouraged regional 
offices to negotiate arrangements which will be effective after that date, 
but individual offices have retained the option of doing so. 

The Dallas regional office, which has negotiated arrangements with 
130 citie , in the Southwest, is considering renegotiating these arrange-
ments becau.'e they have helped to preparP for BCA by building 
planning and management capacity. The Dallas region is abo experi-
menting ·with State involvement in the monitoring of these arrange-
ments. 

Because of the . uccess of HUD annual arrangements with localities, 
there have been a number of extensions of the arrangement concept. 
HUD offices have, for example, negotiated arrangements with Stat 
and county governments. These are less important for the resomces 
involved than for the fact that they represent a me<'hanism for coor-
dinating Federnl and State activities in comnrnnity development. 

The arrangement concept has abo been expanded to include 
negotiations between cities and the ntire Federal regional council. 
This offers the local general purpose governnwnt the opportunity to 
coordinate resourc s going into all sector of city government and to 
plan and manage a truly comprehensive city·wide trategy. It is, 
of course, up to individual Federal regional councils to decide about 
such negotiations. 

Planned variations i. an expansion of the model cities program to 
allow 20 cities greater flexibility in the u:e of Federal fund-.; and to 
provide greater~coordination of all snch fund: ·omino- into the cities. 
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The three basic variations are: (1) Chief executive review and com-
ment, CERC. In all 20 cities, the local chief executive, representing 
the local general purpose government, was given stronger coordinating 
powers through the right to review and comment on all applications 
for Federal assistance affecting the community. 

(2) Citywide model cities. Sixteen cities were given additional 
Model Cities supplemental grant fun<ls of one to two times their 
regular grants to expand the model cities program to all or a large 
portion of their deteriorated areas. 

(3) Minimization of review. In concert with these local variations, 
Federal agencies took steps to waive or at least minimize adminis-
trative requirements connected with the grant-in-aid applications. 

The planned variations demonstration was announced by President 
Nixon on July Z9, 1971, and was funded with $158.8 million over a 
2 year period. These funds were for the CERC system in all cities and 
the expanded model cities program in the 16 cities with this variation. 

The main objective of the demonstration was to increa e the ability 
of local general purpo e government to set local priorities and to 
carry out federally assisted rograms in accord with these priorities. 

On the one hand, this involved decreasing or eliminating adminis-
trative regulations which ubstituted F deral for local judgment and 
limited the ability of local governments to act effectively. 

At the some time, the demonstration aimed at increasing local 
government's ability to set priorities and to administer progrnms in 
conformity with a comprehensive citywide plan. Emphasis was placed 
on the local general purpose government, as the body most re ponsive 
to the people, and on the local chief executive, as the person most 
capable of coordinating the preparation and implementation of the 
citywide plan. 

In recent years there has been a growing recognition that the 
Federal grant-in-aid structure with its proliferation of narrowly 
focused categorical programs and its mass of administrative regulations 
was not an adequate mechanism for solving the Nation's urban 
problems. 

All too often programs did not allow local government enough 
flexibility to deal with the problems that they knew existed either 
becm1t,e of the authorizing legislation or the Federal administration 
of the program. Even model cities, the most flexible of these cate-
gorical programs, had become burdened with administrative regula-
tions concerning the kinds of activitie which could be funded and 
the way programs could be administered. Poor people in one part of 
the city were aided, while equally poor people in another area received 
no heJp. 

Furthermore, gains which could have come by having the different 
categorical programs support one another were lost because of the t 
absence of a central coordinating plan or a comprehensive strategy 
for at1 acking problems. 

:Model cities had ought this through city demonstration agencies, 
CD.A' , directly respon ible to the local chief executive. Each CDA 
prepared a comprehensive plan and attPmpted to coordinate local 
agencies' programs in accord with their plan. But the CDA's oper-
ations were limited to a relatively mall ection of the city and did 
not have sufficient leverage to control other agencies, many of which 
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were tota11y or partially independent of the general purpose 
government. 

Planned variations focused on local chief executives and provided 
them with the authority to review and comment on applications 
for Federal assistance, since such aid increased the independence 
of many agencies from the control of general purpose government. 

The CERC process also helped the local chief executive by providing 
staff to plan comprehensively for the entire city and to manage pro-
grams to aid the poor wherever they might be. Minimizing Federal 
regulations would allow this staff to set ]ocal priorities and to see that 
they were carried out in the most efficient way possible. 

My staff has already conducted a full-scale survey of the first year 
of planned variations and a less extensive interim study after the 
second year. Copies of both of these reports have been made available 
to the subcommittee staff. 

We are presently preparing for a final survey, which wi11 sum up 
the experience of the 20 cities with the demonstration. It is expected 
that this survey will be finished in tl e late summer or early fall, at 
which time we will, of course, provide you with a copy of the report. 

The experience of the 20 planned variations cities indicates that 
CERC is the most successful aspect of the demonstration thus far. 
The best testimony to this is that 70 percent of the cities plan to 
rontinue funding the CERC mechanism after the demonstration ends. 
In addition, a number of nonplanned variations cities have expressed 
'interest in a CERC mechanism. 

Another measure of the success of CERC is production__:__the number 
of applications reviewed. As of June 1, 1973, all cities had begun 
processing applications. The number of applications for Federal aid 
reviewed by the cities ranges from 6 to 200, with an average of 63 
applications per city. In addition, 8 cities reported processing a total 
of 113 applications for State and other non-Federal aid. 

If I might breakJrqm the testimony for a moment, I brought from 
my own private file.,; some information concerning CERC's experience 
in Indianapolis and the impact of Federal funds that fall outside the 
alinement of locrrl government. 

I would be willling to answer questions on this at your convenience, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FouNTAI r. Thank you. 
1fr. MEEKER. But the most important impact of CERC has un-

doubtedly been the process that has been established for coordination 
of federally supported programs. Seventy percent of the cities report 
greater awareness of such programs and increased communication 
among city depHtments and local independent agencie~. Giving the 
local chief executive's staff access to the funding process has increased 
opportunitie for coordination. 

You get somP. idea of how CERC has expanded the chief executive's 
coordinating ability by looking at Houston. In the 2 years before 
CERC, the mayor could oversee grant-iu-aid applications totaling 
$132 million in Federal, State, and local funds. In the last 2 years, 
thanks to CERC, this umount more than doubled-to $270 million. 

The last 10 months in Seattle show a similar picture. Through the 
A-95 process, the mayor could comment on 51 applications. The CERC 
proce:ss added another 45, greatly increasing opportunities for 
coordination. 
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To take advantage of these opportunities the cities have rreated 
governmental structures which provide continuing coordination. All 
20 planned variations cities have made changes in their governmental 
structure to build the capacity of the local government, particularly 
the executive branch, to plan and manage federally aided programs 
more effectively. 

Such reorganizations can involve: One, establishing or reorganizing 
Departments of Community Development to coordinate activities 
such as model cities, urban renewal, and parks and recreation; two, 
consolidating agencies operating the same program; three, consolidat-
ing planning and/or budget functions into a centralized unit: and 
four, establishing a new position with prime responsibility for operat-
ing the planned variations program. 

In my own experience we have used the last three at one time or 
another. 

Within these new structures, the cities developed new managernent 
tools and planning and coordinating mecha11isms. The:-;e included 
tracking systems and data ba:es to catalog all federally aiclecl 
programs operating in the cities, resourse:-; allocation system:-;, n_ew 
city budget proces~es, and integrated fisral systems. 

The most succes~fnl part of the minimization of review demonstm-
tion, at least in HUD's case, has been the policy of limited interven-
tion or hands off. Seventy percent of the cities stated that there has. 
been a marked decrease in intervention in local affairs since planned 
variations began. 

Planned variations has, hmrnver, experienced some difficulties. A 
major problem has been the limited use of the waiver program. One 
HUD initiative allowed cities to reque-;t the waiver of any non-
statutory requirement. As of June 30, 197:3, only 7 cities had reque:-;ted 
waivers, a total of 75. 

This should be examined in one further light. As an aside, HUD 
distributed all the waiver requests to all citie..., as granted. In ·omc 
cases it was not necessary to reinvent the wheel. All 20 cities have the 
advantage of the 75 waivers. That may point to this fact somewhat. 

The CERC sy. tern has been hampered by the hlck of adeqnnte 
response by Federal agencies. Complaints were Yoiced about: first, 
lack of established procedures within Federnl agencies to notif.\~ the 
city of actions taken on applications; :econd, 11th-hour Federal 
funding decisions which hindered the proper functioning of the CERC 
proces:--; third, total disrr~ard by Federul agencie..; of CERC comments; 
and fourth, lack of uniform Federal Jlgeney support for CERC. 

Also important, has been the lack of State :upport for the demon-
stration. This is signifirant because of the large amount of Federal 
funds which are channelled through the State eovernments. 

Planned variations wa~ intendecl to dernonst;·nte a revenue P-haring 
approach to aid communities in making the transition to thi . .; form of 
Federal financing. At the moment we are e.-perting the propo;;;ed 
Better Communities Act to become effective on Jll ly 1, 197 4. All planned 
variations fundin~ has been planned to be <'ompletf'd by that date. 

As I have already indicated, however, many eitie. are planning to 
continue support of local CERC mrd1ani...,m , with whatever funds 
are available to them. In addition, the CERC conrept has been ex-
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tended to a number ot cities that were not involved in planned varia-
tions, and further extension are under consideration. 

The Southwest Federal Regional Council, for example, has signed 
an agreement with the North Central Texas Council of Governments 
in th

0

e Dallas-Fort Worth area. This provides for a metropolitan area 
review and comment-MARC-by the COG and its members. 

In the same region, agTeements have been signed in New Mm~.ico and , 
Arkansas providing for State government review and comment. 

The successes of CERC and its problems have been examined by 
all the Federal dome:-.tic agencie". This examination is still going on, 
but the revision of the A-95 Project Review and Notification System,· 
recently released by 0MB, indicates that the lessons learned from 
CERC are having an impact on all Federal grant recipients. 

That concludes my prepared remarks, Mr. Chairman. 
:Mr. FOUNTAIN. Thank you very much, lVIr. l\Ieekcr, for a very 

informative and meaningful statement. I hope the tentative indica-
tions of success continue and become even more of a reality. 
· ::\fr. Buchanan, before I proceed with my questioning, do you have 
any questions this morning? 

Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will gladly 
wait until you have proceeded. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. Fuqua? 
Mr. FuQuA. Mr. Chairman, J: only have one question. 
Citizens of tho communities in my district have expressed concern 

about the priorities that were developed in allocating local revenue 
sharing funds and the prohibition against using these funds as match-
ing funds for other Federal programs. It has caused an extreme shift 
in public opinion and a lot of disillusionment in the communities by 
those, such as the community action programs, and others. 

Could you elaborate on your statement that the results of a survey 
showed that 70 percent of the mayors said they had less Federal 
interference since revenue sharing. I do not want to imply that all the 
brains are here in Washington. I think revenue sharing does offer an 
opportunity for innovative ideas out in the community. 

But I have had expressed to me some concern that too much of the 
money was being spent buying radio equipment for police cars and 
other things that did not address the human needs we have. 

1Ir. :\IEEKER. We would have to separate in that answer, sir, the 
general revenue-sharing funds from the categorical gmnt funds, and 
from the proposed special revenue-sharing funds. By actions of Con-
gress, the general revenue-sharing funds were specifically precluded as 
being used as local matching share against other Fc<leral funds. They 
were also specifically categorized for purposes in general government 
into seven categorie:-i. There was an eighth category, that of education, 
that was allocated to the State. 

In the case of special revenue-sharing funds in particular, the Better 
Communities Act funds, also model cities funds and planned varia-
tion::, funds that I indicated here, th y are by proposal and by statute 
allowed to be u 'e<l a· 100 percent local ·lrnre against other Federal 
grrnts and in a program, o that if you separate out the intent as I 
understand it by general revenue, haring, which i a form of money to 
supplement the general purpose government broad functional areas 
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against the special revenue sharing, wi1· ch seeks to identiry spt'cific 
concerns such as community development or manpower, and so on, you 
begin to see the parallel tracks that are opC'rating here. 

The concern that the money was not put into people programs I 
think must be examined in further detail. I will speak from a p0rsonal 
experience. At the same time in my city we were adding into the brnliet 
process $12 million of general revenue sharing, we also appropriated 
$14.5 million in th" planned variation and model cities money that 
went specifically .into the social service areas for the city. It was 
interesting. Even with that arge amount of money, there was a sub-
stantial public outcry that all of the general revenue-::,haring money had 
not gone for the same purpose. 

The decision was malle by the elected repre·sentatives, both the 
mayor and city and county council, that they would apply these funds 
in the categories that were requ·red by law un<ler general revenue 
sharing. Particularly, they applied it to public safety, parks, and 
recreation, to certain capital expenses such as libraries and so on, and 
attempted thereby to use a total of nearly $27 million in Federal fund~ 
to involve a total citywide structure, rather than <lea.ling with just one 
or two narrower arf'as. 

Mr FUQUA. Thank you, 1fr. Chairman. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Mr. MPek.er, we will not have time to question )'OU 

about HUD decentralizn,tion, but we may want to sencl some questionc; 
for written responses on HUD decentralization, which will be helpful 
to us. 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, sir. 
lVIr. FouNTAIN'. I do think it i. important to note at the outset tlrnt 

caution should be exercised in the interpretation of the data provided 
in your statement. In this connection, you state, fOT example, that, 
just over 20 percent of your su.pergrade positions are in the field. 
The subcommittee staff tells me that just under 20 percent of your 
snpergrados were in the field in March of 1969 when the FAR pro-
gram began. Apparently, not too much has changed in this regard in 
about 5 years. 

Is that right? 
Mr. HEARL G. If I could speak to that, .1. 1r. Chairman. I think yon 

are looking at statistic:-:; that probably are reflecting the actual on-
board count. Back in 1969 at that point in time, there wern seven 
regional offices, and essentially the supergrade position were provided 
then for the regional administrator, the deputy, and a few scattered 
supergrade positions for the assistant regional administrators for 
housing production. Since then, we have gone to 10 regions, and in 
each of those cases we have the regional administrator and the deputy 
authorized as a su~crgrade po ·ition. 

All of those po:;itions are not filled. Thus, in the same wii:,- w0 
moved to area office. , nnd a number of the area offi<'es have also been 
established a::i supergrade authorized positions. But some of those, too, 
are vacant. 

So I am not quite snre whether WC' are counting actual strength or 
noL. Basically, it should rome out as we reflected in the stutcmrnt. 

11r. Fou~-TAIN. I wonder if you could give 11:-; for the record the total 
number of per,;onncl in the field in 1969 and at the present time? 

Mr. HEARING. Surely. 
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[The material ref erred to follows:] 

TOTAL FULL-TIME PERMANENT EMPLOYMENT 

Nov. 29, 1969 ____________________________________________________ _ 
June 30, 1973 _________________________________ - -- - ------ - - - - --- -- -Feb. 2, 1974 _____________________________________________________ _ 

Headquarters 

4,049 
3,465 
3,509 

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS GS-16/GS-18 

Head-
quarters Percent Field 

December 1969 ________________________________ _ 
December 1973 ________________________________ _ 101 

96 
86. 3 
78.1 

16 
27 

Field 

10, 146 
12, 355 
11, 660 

Percent 

13. 6 
21. 9 

Total 

14, 155 
15,820 
15, 169 

Total 

117 
123 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I would like to start with some que·stions on 
annual arrangements, which, to me, is an extremely interesting subject, 
and which, as I understand it, is a process designed to better coordi-
nate HUD's programs with the needs and the priorities of local com-
munitie . 

Mr. Meeker, is this your preferred way of handling things until 
such time as special revenue legislation is enacted? 

Mr. MEEKER. It is a preferred way where certain conditions exi. t, 
sir. One, it requires the agreement, of course, with the local chief 
executive to involve himself in this kind of process. That can have a 
limiting effect, depending on the style of governance in each of the 
communities we serve. 

We prefer to move to thi in any way possible because it reduce::i the 
number of applications that we receive on what I call a speculative 
basis. It reduces the amount of contact that is necessary for us to have 
with a government during this highly speculative period, and it enables 
us, if we can enter into the process early enough, to begin to pre-
allocate our funds to have maximum impact fund against fund in the 
particular area. It does i:equire a substantial amount of effort on the 
part of our field staff to carry out this particular sy tern. 

You can see in the Southwest, where they have negotiated 130 of 
these, that the senior field officials spend a substantial amount of 
their time in negoLiating and discussing with chief executives these 
arrangements. 

It does represent to us a very valuable mechanism and one that we 
do intend to continue until such time as we have other means. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. While I am thinking about it, I do want to make 
the observation that in my opinion the involvement of the chief 
executive, either the mayor, the city manager, or both, in the oYcrall 
program prores in the community is one of the mo t ignificant wa.rs 
of bringing about an orderly administration of grant-in-aid programs. 

I think it i incredible that, in many communities, neither the mayor 
nor the city manager are familiar with all of the program. as. ist d Ly 
the Federal Government. Often there are independent authorities and 
agencies, each of which likes to have its own little empire, and they do 
not coordinate. Where the chief executive is brought in and does co-
ordinate, I think you eliminate a lot of unncces 'ary duplication; you 
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eliminate waste of funds. There are so many things you can do to 
make the programs more effective. 

I will have to leave for a few minutes. Mr. Buchanan will preside. 
Mr. BucHANAN [presiding]. Mr. Secretary, we have heard questions 

raised concerning the compatibility of your annual arrangement 
mechanism and the HUD's project selection systems. It has been 
suggested, for example, that the project selection systems limit 
flm,.ribility in negotiating an annual arrangement and make it difficult 
for HUD to keep the commitments they make in those negotiations. 
On the other hand, it has been suggested that the commitments 
given in an annual arrangement undermine the project selection 
systems. 

Is this a serious problem in your view? 
Mr. MEEKER. No, sir. I do not believe it is a serious problem. It 

is a result of a negotiation process. Selection criteria are set up to 
assure that our investment meets statutory requirements and invest-
ment requirements in all of our programs. 

Within the annual arrangement, we can normally be assured of 
these in a much easier fashion than we can by receiving applications 
and conducting our dealings at arm's length. We have to be much 
more rigid since we are rarely in sight of one another in the process 
handled conventionally. 

There is no question about it, the easiest of all worlds would be 
for us to conduct all of our business on an annual arrangement 
fashion. But I think this is not very probable. For instance, in the 
seven categorical grant-in-aid pr~grams that I am responsible for in 
HUD, I presently have outstandmg 6,200 contracts. The amount of 
manpower that would take to negotiate these contracts on an annual 
basis far exceeds any projections that I thihk that the Congress would 
propose in manpower or the Congress would accept in manpower. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Could you tell us the number of projects included 
in an annual arrangement that have later been rejected under the 
project selection systems? 

Mr. MEEKER. I do not have those figures immediately available. 
I will make them available for the record, sir. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Would you al o tell us what percentage of annual 
arrangement projects that would be, and supply that for the record? 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 

Because the annual arrangement process i. an administrative demonstration, 
there arP no formal reporting requirementf<. Nor did we feel it desirable to estab-
lish such requirements, since the thrust of the demonstration was on increasing 
onportunitil's for creative interaction between field offices and local governmentR. 
To burden either of these actors with another layC'r of the Wa. hington-inspired 
paperwork would have been contrary to this thrust and could have discouraged 
participation in the demonstration. I 

As part of our most recent evaluation of annual arrangem<'nts, in , eptcmber 
and October 1972 HUD staff did a one-time survC'y of a lar@:e num her of the 
arrangements signed to that date. Bas<'d on an analysis of data from 52 citie. , we 
found that 6 projects mentioned in arrangement agreements had been rejected. 
Thl' reasons for rejection were not givC'n. 

The project. rejected constituted 1.4 percent of all projects mentionl'd in 
agreements and 1. percent of all project applications actuall~· :-mbmittcd at the 
time of the Rtudy. In contrast, 61.6 percent of all projects mentioned and 79. 7 
percent of all applications submitted had been approwd. The remaining applica-
tions had not yet been :ubmitted or were till under review. 
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~Ir. BucHANAN. It . eem that once an agreement is reached, that 
HUD might not fund the project . 

Could it be that HUD would still have to process the e applications 
through its project selection system ? 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, it i . But what we do through our allocation of 
funds to the region and into our area office , we have ome knowledge 
of the approximate level of funding that is available. In this process 
we are able to indicate that somewhere in this range i what we would 
anticipate. One repre ent your need and/or our ability to respond to 
your need by a preallocation of funds to the field, which i a part of 
our decentralization mechani m, the authority for committing these 
funds, and by bringing the area office director in contact with the 
chief executive we are able to define or refine these figures much more 
reasonably than through the tandard grant application process where 
the city tries to determine its funding level, and that may far and 
away exceed our ability to re pond when these are aggregated on a 
untional, regional or area basi . 

Mr. BucHANAN. HUD's project selection systems, as I understand 
it, impose nationwide compari ons and standards. That i , they require 
a project approved on an annual arrangement to compete against all 
other similar project across the country. 

I~ this not HUD's procedure? 
:\fr. l\lEEKER. yes. 
~Ir. BucHANAN. Thi being the case, then, what is the incentive for 

ti. community to participate in an annual arrangement? 
:\Ii ... IEEKER. It i. in thi. particular proce becau e of the negotia-

tion that has been conducted at all of the staff levels and with the 
chief executive officer, we are able to come up with a higher percentage 
of ability to meet the project area election criteria than in many 
ca::,es where the citie have had to perceive of solutions to the problem 
on their own. So the fact that we have negotiated and exchanged 
information give a higher level of opportunity. 

~Ir. BucHANAN. From the information the ubcommittee has re-
ceived, there appear to be another incentive, and that i the likelihood 
of increa ed funding to those communities that participate in the 
.arrangement proce ·. 

~Ir. MEEKER. That i not unknown, ir. 
11r. BucHANAN. In the memorandum of December 6, 1971, to HUD 

field personnel, Under ecretary Van Du en says, "Cities will not 
rec ive extra funding by reason of their participation in the annual 
arrangement proce . '' 

However, your own Evaluation Divi ion ha found that most of the 
cities, a majority of them in fact, were receiving additional funding. 
In fact, 6:3 percent of the com_munitie in its ample were receiving 
twice as much as they had averaged in the previous 5 year . That was 
in your fir ·t evaluation. The econd evaluation does not consider thi , 
but it would ·eem that the real incentive to participate might be a 
('ommunity' expectation of larger Federal funding. 

\Vould YOU comment further on that? 
~Ir ... LEEKER. I would be happy to. A. I indicated earlier, the 

abilit:v of the cit)· to re..,pond mor directly to project sel ction criteria 
i~ urrivecl nt through the arrangement 1n·oce-;. ·which in itself places 
them in ,l hi(Yhcr part of the percentile for con ideration on a total 
ba~i ·. 
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The second one i., we haYe to consider program effectivcnrss, and 
where a city is working in a concerted, citywide strategy for the use 
of our funds to achieve related objectives in the city's interest we 
consider that to be more important than where cities are only taking 
partial opportunities to solve their problems. It is what we consider 
to be more effective use of the taxpayers' funds in achievement of 
national goals. 

Mr. BucHANAN. The Evaluation Division also found that HUD 
field personnel were acting consciously on the assumption that the 
communities would receive extra funding by reason of their participa-
tion. Do you have any further comment? 

Mr. MEEKER. No, I cannot comment on that, sir. 
Mr. BucHANAN. The subcommittee has been informed that some 

of your regional and area officers have used the negotiations leading 
to an arrangement as leverage on the communities to promote certain 
Federal goals. Other area offices have not. Now, I can see why this 
might be considered desirable in an e.-periment. However, if the 
Better Communities Act is not passed and HUD continues this pro-
gram, it would ecm that yon should have a consistent policy. Other-
wi e, communities ·will be treated differently imply because they are 
located in one area, rather than another. 

What is your present thinking with respect to using this mechanism 
to stimulate conformance to other Federal goals? 

Mr. MEEKER. We, of cour"'e, arc required by statute to stimulate 
certain things. In addition, we ~eek to bring into conformity the 
con truction rodes of a community to meet certain national codes in 
an effort to protect the taxpayers' investment in that particular 
community. In certain other instances, there may be admini trative 
deficiencies, as 1 indicated in my testimony, on past performance of 
the community in delivering erviccs or in meeting our statutory or 
administrative requirements. 

ln the annual anangcment, we ask for direct commitment to 
corrcct ·those deficirncies. So we have in my mind two separate tracks 
that we are following along. One, the track of meeting the tatutory 
requfrement for broad national goals, such as equal opportunity and 
o on. We will certtt.inly continue to do those as we arc ob}iO'ed to 

do under the la,\. It would be my pcr.'onal opinion and I believe 
departmental policy that we ·will continue to a, k for elimination of 
building codes and building practice. which either create hazards for 
life and limb or reduce the life cxpcntancy on the .Federal investment, 
or may even precl udc ccrtuin individuals or certain organizations from 
participating in the use of the, e funds. 

I believe this i. a rightful role for the n e of this money, and we will 
continue that. 

The third one, I believe w also alway.~ hav the obligation to make 
certain the administrative proce ::.es arc in conformity to those things 
that the GAO likes to find out. If we do not handle thi carefully. 
I vould certainly uro- that we continue with that. · 

1 Ir. B-c-cHANA. ·. r on do intend that ther shall be uniformity in 
tlw various areas, t} ough '? 

fr. hEKER. Yes, sir. \Ve ha· certain mechani ·m, ·within our 
0\\11 organization for inY<' · ig' ting lur·k of uniformity and conformance 
to our own rcquircnlf'nb, either informally or formally, if that be the 
ca 'e, 



287 
Dr. GOLDBERG. I a k you this question, 11r. ~,focker only so the 

record will be clear. Is it your position that if the law requires certain 
artions, such as equal employment opportunity and adherence to tho 
Bacon-Davis Act, these are matters which must be met as a condition 
of eligibility and are not actually subjects for negotiation? 

Mr. MEEKER. They arc not subjects for negotiation. But from time 
to time interpretations of the e in various localitie require a substan-
tial amount of negotiation, or at least instruction and corrective action. 
Each one of these is subject to a point of view, and we 1 ha Ye to i:>ay 
constant attention to that. In the area of equal opportunity HUD has 
now con idered it to be of such significanqe that we have an Assistant 
Secretary whose full-time responsibility is to assure compliance with 
the equal opportunity aspect of our respon ibility. . : 

Dr. GOLDBERG. Are you saying in effect that cq uul opportunity, tq 
take one example, is not a negotiable matter, but having this kind ,of 
face-to-face meeting gives you an opportunity perhaps to help implc; 
ment the objective through discussions? · · 

You would not make the grant without conformance 1n any cycnt? 
Mr. MEEKER. Y cs, sir. In the public's mind, there are a variety of 

opinions of what constitutes equal. We ham to enter into these .dis-
cussion to make certain that the municipalities perceive equality iri 
the way that we arc required to enforce it under the st ,tute. ' :· 

Dr. GOLDBERG. To what extent have you ought, through regula-
tions a-qd policy statements, to provide a uniform intqrprctation of 
what you mean by equal for the guidance of all comrirnnities that 
may npply _for your programs? ·'' · • 

Mr. ~viEEKER. We hu.ve created u t>Ubstantial numbur ·of publications 
and guideline , administrative regulations keeping thi~ to the fore-
front. In addition, each one of our regional and area ofµces lrnve 'an 
equal opportunity staff which is constantly being enlarged, as a mat:.. 
ter of fact, to make certain that this is met as forthrightly as we can 
bring it about. 

Dr. GOLDBERG. Do you feel these crvc the purpo:se of making 
explicit the interpretation you intend? ·' · · 

Or do you feel it i still necessary to haYe negotiations bn the proper 
interpretat10n of the legal requirements? · · ·. ' .' 

Mr. MEEKER. From time to time it i necessary to have an expJ.1i.. 
nation of it. I think particularly where the negotiation begins between: 
a chief executive officer of a city and an area office di.Tcctor, most of 
the chief executive officers who enter for the first time· are obvion~Jv 
not privy to all the ederal regulations and, most of then, l wonlZl 
suggest, would not have time in the course of their business to meet 
them. 

' We feel that thib face-to-face di cu ·sion is to make them complclely 
aware of what their re ~pon ibilitics arc so that there will be no mi·-
understanding lator about precisely whut the languag ·of our m emo-
randum of understanding will mean. 1 

' • 
:Mr. FoUNTAL [pre ·iding]. T eaotiation for an unnunl U1TL1 ngmrn~nt 

assumes, of course, that the communitic:-s involved keep lie c·o111 1it-
ments that they mak . 

Do you have any hard, quantitative rvidencc tha t 1 lii !-- i. l ht' (', ,<,'? 
1fr . .MEEKER. l~rom the roquc: l by Olll' field forcn thn t for the forr-

:-.eeuble fut ur that the be allowNl to keep the op ion to r 'l crto into 
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annual arrangements. It is my belief that these goal are being met, 
• IT. 

Mr. Fou~TAIN. I think the subcommittee would be interested in 
learning what percentage of tho::,;e commitments were put into practice, 
if you have . uch information that can readily be brought together. 
I would t ppreciate it if you could make it available for the record . 
. Mr. MEEKER. We will make what information we have available, 
IT. 

[The information ref ened to follows:] 
A · noted above, the arrangement demon tration was a purely admini trative 

effort and had no formal reporting mechanism connected with it. Furthermore, the 
commitment::- mentioned were themselveR often difficult to define in terms of 
pecific action. They rrpresentcd attempts to interpret national guidelines in the 

context of local program. and situations and to involve general purpm;e govern-
ment. in matters which were previously left to independent agencies. Con-
~equently, it wa often ·ubject to interpretation whether a government wa or 
wa ._ not meeting a commitment. In Rome cases, the commitments referred only to 
a gol l to be reached at ome time in the future, and the only question was whether 
progre~s would be made toward it. 

AR part of HUD' evaluation of the arrangement proces , we attempted to 
ch ck on the progrr. s made on the commitments in the arrangement agreements. 
Ba ed on in-depth study, including interviews with local officials, in 20 cities, we 
conclud d that all but one city made some progress on their commitments. It is 
impossible, however, to arrive at any hard, quantitative data on this point 
because of the nature of the phenomenon being studied. 

Mr. Fou~TAIN. I have one additional question on annual arrange-
ments. I would like to know what improvement the annual arrange-
ment mechanism has brought about in the operations of local govern-
ments. Your mo t recent program evaluation notes, for example: 

One out of every two Annual Arrangement Cities will be better able to manage 
and cnordinnte HUD programs as a result of formal mechanisms set up through 
Annual Arrangements. 

Even if we grant the validity of that conclusion, your evaluation 
taff has apparently found that one out of two "'ill not be able to do 

the job better. 
What is your comment on that? 
Mr. MEEKER. I ,,ill tart with one out of two. I suppose facetiously 

we could take the po ition that that other two i already capable of 
performing the job, and we have rai. ed everybody else to the maximum 
level. That may be too quick. 

I suspect that in part m8illy of those communities were already highly 
capitble becau e of uniq ne structures. I think this is particularly true of 
the metro-citie or the cities that have over time, by changes in charter 
or changes in organization, brought in the independent agencie that 
han• been our recipient in the pa t and have already brought them in 
urnlcr the authority of the chief executive officer. 

The ]arge_·t improvement i in the communities where our funds are 
clelfrercd to the independent agencie, . For in. tance, the majority of our 
urban rernrn·al money goes to renewal agencie. which hi. torically are 
. et up independent of local goYernmcnt. Their relation i. normally one 
of having a number of tru:-;teec., of the redevelopment authority-
lhWtlly ~c\·en or eight in number. The mayor ha, the opportunity to 
nppoi11t one each) cur that h~ i , in office, and i~ h~ manages to tay in 
offiC'c for.- year.-, for the fir.-t tnnc he hu. the ma1onty of the tru~ tee . 



289 

The trustees in turn appoint the commissioners. The commissioners 
hire the director. The director in turn hires the staff. So you can see 
that there is some distance between the elected official and these 
recipients. 

The same is also true in the case of public housing authorities. It is 
often the case with metropolitan planning agencies or agencies of that 
type set up in a separate fashion. When you indicate to the independent 
agencies that we are going to deal with the chief executive officer, for 
the first time they come in and sit down and talk to him, because the 
source of the fund is the source of the interest in these things, and sur-
vival is quite important in this particular case. 

So at the beginning it may not necessarily be the most happy 
marriage. But we found, as in many other events in human lives, that 
people coming together and talking over time and working jointly to 
achieve objectives find out that things are not so bad afterwards, and 
they continue on in a cooperative venture. 

As I indicated, in many cities that have not sought structural 
reform, they have institutionalized a committee of representativP.s of 
the independent agencies with the chief elected official to continue 
these conversations even if we do not continue our annual arrangement 
process. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Dr. Bombardier? 
Dr. BOMBARDIER. 1 am sure the subcommittee will welcome in-

formation that the other 50 percent we were talking about were in 
fact already managed well and did not need HUD's assistance. 

I would like to go back to the 50 percent that you talked about that 
had been improved. That is based upon an assumption by your 
evaluation division that the establishment of a coordinating com-
mittee or of a coordinating mechanism in itself will help a city to 
manage its problems better. In view of some of the testimony that we 
have had previously regarding the effects that coordinating com-
mittees have-Federal regional councils, for example-I am not sure 
that that is an assumption I would want to argue for. But, if you 
would like to argue for it, we would be more than happy to have your 
comments on it. 

Mr. MEEKER. That comment lays aside one important aspect, 
which is part of the testimony. That is the use of that body to create 
a citywide development strategy. The fact that they sit together is 
not very meaningful. But the fact that they have created a document 
that commits them in tandem to achieve an overall objective, that 
they will use their allocation of resources to achieve joint goals is the 
importance of this, and the development of a community ·wide develop-
ment strategy is a significant situation, whether or not it is funded 
after that time by categoricals in a straight arrangement or whether 
it is not, once they have decided to do this. 

Let me give you some examples. In my mvn case, before ·we re-
organized government and went metro in character, I served as a 
planning commissioner. For over a year we had alerted the redevel-
opment authority that they were proceeding ,,Tith a major urban 
renewal project in an nrea of the city \\·here the planning conunis:-;ion 
could not in con cience zone for residential uses, it adjoining a railroad 
track and a municipal salt pile, none of which ,,-e thought added 
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ignificantly to re idential uses-this was prior to the environmental 
impact statement that might have taken care of the whole thing. 

But we made a more arbitrary decision. Despite the warning, that 
group went ahead. They said, well, the heck with you. We are going 
to get tho money an}l'"\Yay. . 

We hail the control of the land, and m the long run came along, and 
they finally harl to appear before us, and we turned down the project 
at a loss of $400,000 in planning money that had also been supplied 
by HUD. 

It is a VPTY interesting thing. Here is the money coming down from 
HUD on the onf' side to plan an urban renewal project. On the other 
side, 701 money coming dmvn from HUD ·was making the deci, ion 
that the other one should not have been in place. It is to eliminate 
this kind of thing that annual arrangements comes foward in getting 
these people on a more narrow alinement and allowing somebody in 
the process, e-vcn if it i the HUD area office director, to be aware 
that, this is coming over the hill an<l say stop. There will be no more 
of this if the chief executive officer cannot do it. 

It is heightening the awareness of what is going on, and reducing 
things which arc verv di. tressing to the local taxpayer, when they 
read that $400,000 hu gone down the tube when it could have been 
used for other purposes. 

Dr. Bm.rnARDIER. I agree that comprehensive plans are a wonderful 
thing. I sometimes wonder whether people actually read them and 
put them in effect. I know they do that in Indianapolis. I am not ure 
if they do in som~ of om other cities--

Mr. MEEKER. We would be glad to train, I . uppose in a parochial 
sense, if there is any offer for that. 

- fr. FOUNTAIN. It is certainly an appropriate goal to . eek. 
Mr. MEEKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Some probably will not, some will. That will 

depend on the caliber of people involved an<l the talent they have at 
the local level as well as the extent of interest, in community service. 

Mr. MEEKER. If I might, as an aside, sir, I think in some of thc~e 
areas the Federal Government can only go so far in attempting to 
offer opportunities to local leadership to come along. I am not a great 
believer in handling these programs as you would feeding a snake in 
the zoo. You get a piece of meat on a tick and proceed to shove it 
down his throat. I do not think that is our rightful role. We should 
demonstrate the opportunity for innovation an<l lea<ler:;hip "\\7.th as 
much creativity as pos.;;iblc. 

Mr. Fou1 TAIN. I quite agree with you. 
Former Secretary Romney described the annual arrangement as a 

tool designed to "achieve coordination among grant pro!rrams" and 
to increase the citie ' ability to et their own prioritie . ) our evaluation 
of this program found that 75 percent of the cities indicated that their 
locally developed funding requests were negated in part because of 
the_ limite1 availability of HUD funds within specific program cate-
gone . Thi prompts me to wonder us to wha difference the annual 
arrangement ·will make at the local level, particularly when we rec-
ognize that most of the Federal funds which a city receives come from 
HEW rather than HUD. 

What are your thought on that? 
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Mr. :MEEKER. I suspect that I would want to really look at sta-
tistics as to how much limitation is put on that 75 percent of the 
cases. Was the disagreement a realistic impediment, or was the city 
able to accomplish a significant part of its goal, even with reduced 
funding? I just think, in the process of human dealing, that neither 
we nor the municipalities are ever able to meet at the exact dollar 
amount on every one of these things. I am somewhat pleased that the figure is not higher than, say, 95 percent, that they did not quite 
get what they wanted to. I am pleased we only had 75 percent of the 
people say that they would have liked to have more, and they could ··have done a better job with it. 

That would be my general comment. That was not meant to be 
'facetious, sir. It is really the fact that in our funding levels, with 
such a broad client group in a highly brokeraged or competitive-type 
enterprise, it is very hard for us to make match-ups all the way down 
the line, even with the incentive to go to this type of program. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Before moving to some questions on planned variations, Mr. Buchanan, do you have any questions? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Mr. Secretary, how long has HUD been nego-

tiating annual arrangements? 
Mr. MEEKER. 1970. 
Mr. BucHANAN. How many annual arrangement agreements have 

been negotiated by regional councils? 
Mr. MEEKER. I cannot give you a precise figure. I will give you 

one for the record. It is probably not more than three or four that 
have been negotiated by regional councils. The first one, I believe, was in Tulsa, Okla. That was beyond HUD. That was an inter-
governmental annual arrangement, the first of its type. There have 
been some other annual arrangements that have involved HUD and 
another agency, DOT, or something else. 

Mr. BucHANAN. My information was that Federal regional councils 
had negotiated only one. There may be some that I am not aware of. 

Mr. MEEKER. Tulsa is the only one that is considered to be a total 
FRO-wi<le. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Why would that number be so low? 
Mr. MEEKER. Two reasons. One speaks to the issue of decentraliza-

tion itself, that many of the agencies do not have enough in the field 
capable of meeting, as HUD does, at the area office-level, chief 
executive officers to negotiate this. Another one would be the per-
ception of relationships. If you were to take HEW, for example, 80 
percent of HEW's money, in fact, flows through the States. You can 
-enter into a working relationship using the FRO to go after those 
State funds. That is what my experience has been with the planned variation program. The council, through their HEW representative, 
informed the State that all applications that affected Indianapolis 
were in fact to go through the office of the mayor for review and 
comment, that gathered that in. So there are a series of perceptions 
of where your relationship is in the field. 

Mr. BucHANAN. With your reference to the area offices, do you feel 
they have been productive in the annual arrangement process? 

Mr. MEEKER. I will have to, becau e of my relatively short time in 
HUD, speak as an outsider in that case. Yes, I found my ability to 
resolve the problems in the operation of grants and understanding 

,· 
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funding levels available much, much easier. The amount of time that 
I eliminated by not having to fly to Chicago once a week and meet 
with somebody up there was ju t an immense one. I know, in some of 
the larger areas of the country, that has got to have an even gren,ter 
impact than it did for me. 

Mr. BucHANAN. I mu t say, at thi point, I think HUD ha done a 
good thing with its area office . One of the problems I have rai. ed with 
the previous witncs es ha been the fact that a we decentralize-and 
that is a good thing, basically, in my view-and as more function and 
re. ponsibilities are given to regional offices, it creates a problem for 
Members of Congress, the local Congressmen and Senators who a.re 
called upon by the people they represent to fill somewhat of an 
ombudsman function. The people in Washington understand the role 
of the Congre s in the Government, and are rea onably re. ponsive 
to it. Local people tend to do so also, but when you are dealing '\\-rith a 
regional office in a neighboring State that you do not represent, and 
there are all of tho e layers of bureaucracy between you and that 
regional office, from the point of view of your impact in W a hington, 
it does create a different kind of problem. 

I do think the area office tends to reduce that very substantially. I 
have found that HUD's area office could be more responsive and more 
understanding of this ombudsman function that Members of Congres: 
are pretty well called on to have. I wonder if you will comment from the 
point of view of a local official, or comment on the congressional role? 

Mr. MEEKER. I have always found the number of reasons to refer 
to local Congressmen to relieve a situation i ubstantially reduced 
by having that individual close to my community. -'- lore importu,nt, 
we have tailored our representative so a city gets a HUD rep. At one 
time, we had seven HUD reps in our citie , becau e we had seven 
agencies operating HUD programs. You just could not get them all 
in a net at one time. 

When we went to the area office concept, we had one rep, and I 
talked to him about all of the program . He understood the ebb and 
flow of power, and we could have heart-to-heart conver ations and 
lively disagreement . It was really not nece ary for me to seek inter-
vention by Congre. man Gray, or Elli ', or anybody else to come in. 
I was very fortunate in having three congre men within my city so 
I could lay hands on them in a very heavy fa ·hion if nece sary. It 
was never nece ary because that one man wa. assigned to my city, 
and I suppose if I were not sati fie<l, I would have taken another 
channel, and that was to come to Washington and wander in some 
place in HUD and ugge t that I had an enormou dissatisfaction first. 

Mr. BucHANAN. One thing again, there may be a little distinction 
here becau. e there are probably muny cities in the country where the 
local official , are not as ,'ophisticated as they were in Indianapolis. 

l t \Vould appear to me that you did make maximum use of the 
re. ources that were available. 

Dr. BOMBARDIER. I was wondering if I could follow up on your 
point. 

fr. BucHA. ·A. . crtainly. 
Dr. BmrnARDIER. I think thi is a very interesting point. that i\Ir. 

Buchanan raise .. When HUD\, ficl<l strncture wa established, the 
fundamental idea behind it wn . to fo ·ti. upon geographical ur ,\:.: 
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rather than functional responsibilities. The idea behind it was to 
approach local communities somewhat in a fashion similar to the way 
AID is suppo ed to approach foreign countries. 

The big difference-I think, the most significant difrerence-is that 
AID can approach a foreign country and try to bring all the Federal 
elements together through the Ambassador. HUD can approach a 
local community, but HUD only controls, according to one 0MB 
study, 15 percent of the funds going into any particular community. 
The rest of the funds come from HEW and the other departments and 
agencies that are organized on a functional, as opposed to a geo-
graphical, basis. 

I wonder if you could comment on that No. 1, and, No. 2, upon a 
problem related to this. Many people feel that the utility of uniform 
regional boundaries and common regional headquarters have been 
undermined by the HUD area office concept because you have delegated 
much of your authority to the area offices. The mayor of Burlington, 
Vt., for example, now has to go to Manchester, N.H., to see your area 
office man. He then has to truck on to Boston to see the OEO fellow, 
and then perhaps to Washington to see the HEW fellow. That was the 
sort of situation that uniform regional boundaries and common regional 
headquarters was supposed to get at. I wonder if you could comment 
on both of those. 

Mr. MEEKER. You have to recognize that HUD has two essential 
delivery systems of service to the community. The FHA offices for 
many years had operated on an area basis. As far as processing and 
paper and coming into contact with the public, the greatest amount of 
our attention, of course, on a per capita basis does fall in the housing 
field. 

We have been staffed up at various times to be able to handle as 
many as 750,000 housing applications. So that is a very intense kin<l 
of activity which continues along and is one style. 

As I indicated in all of the other categorical grant programs, in my 
particular responsibility, they are involved in 6,200 contracts. So you 
can get a differential scale involved here. 

You also have to be aware that there is a regional administrator, 
and the regional administrator does in fact act as the executive over 
that area office; the area office has no territorial independence, once 
they get the money. The money decisions on reallocation of funds, 
recapture of funds, are made by the regional administrator. The 
regional administrator also always has a certain contingenc? account 
to take care of changes in levels that occur within his 6 to 10 State 
area, according to where he is. 

By my own experience, once the FRC's were established , I found 
very little reason to come to Washington because I could reque~t an 
opportunity to meet with the Federal regional council in Chicago and 
sit there and explain my case. I could get to HEW, OEO, and O11B 
was always on a visitor basis. You could even get a nick in there if you 
had to, a complaint about A-95 or something if you wanted to. 

The thing was, you had an opportunity to do something that you 
had nowhere else in the Federal structure. 

There exists, of course, an Under Secretaries group-I do not know 
anybody from local government who has ever been able to convene 
that group to meet with. 
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The value of the FRC, from my experience, was I could get all of 
the Feds in one spot and have at them, normally in such a way, it 
depends upon the character of the chairman of the FRC, it was nor-
mally one that we came out of there with an interest to cooperate and 
strong commitment. In fact, in my own particular city, in the planned 
variations program, we got the State to submit-it was a commitment 
of the Federal regional council that one, they would not accept in any 
of their agencies at the regional level an application from our city that 
did not have my signature and the mayor's signature on it. It would not 
fly; it was retu1·ned to sender. 

That was the major vehicle for making chief executive review and 
comment work. Further, they instructed the State, this is the way it is, 
fellow; send everything there. We got the State aviation authority, 
the aging commission, the highway people, they really do not like to 
send a lot of information about the money they are applying for, that 
might come into your community, but we got that, too. 

These are very significant kinds of things. Those are the values of 
the FRC, that a local official can get there and do something; it goes 
one step further. The Chicago one, where most of my acquaintance is, 
proceeded to bring together the six States' representative of the Gover-
nors and have them develop an agenda of things that the State felt 
were of concern that the council should deal with. And they brought 
together the 15 largest cities in the region and asked if they would 
draw up an agenda. Then they brought in 220 other cities, of smaller 
size, and asked them to create an agenda. 

What happened was the FRC asked a group of us from each one 
of those to act as an advisory body to the Federal regional council and 
talk about the agenda of the FRC. Each quarter we sat in on an FRC 
meeting and observed it. That is a very significant bringing together 
of State, local, and Federal individuals. Just by being in the same 
room and talking over a period of a year you learn how to do business 
in an entirely different fashion, and in a very saluta.ry fashion. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Mr. Secretary, I want to get my local officials in 
Birmingham to understudy Indianapolis. 

Concerning your answer to an earlier question, it does seem to me 
that we have had less ca ework in my own personal office, HUD case-
work, since your area offices have opened. Not only do we have two 
responsive levels of government rather than one, that is, the area and 
the Washington office, but also so much of this is transferred on to the 
shoulders of your area office; people who would have come to us now 
go to them. That i. a much healthier arrangement. 

On page 9, Mr. Secretary, you indicate that the different budget 
cycles for the Federal, State, and local governments create problems 
for some of the localities. In your judgement should there be an 
attempt to unify the fiscal years of all levels of government? 

Mr. MEEKER. I think it would be philosoT)hicfllly desirll.ble. I am 
not really certain what would be the im1nct of a changeover. I suppose 
if you were to perceive of this, I hope we would perceive of it, that we 
would not decide it necessary that the Federal fi cal year i the one and 
only measure. There may be some year between there that is attractive 
to all of us. That is a very, very real case. You can see it if you read 
the literature on general revenue sharing. 

-
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Many, many cities, when the first checks arrived, had afready 
appropriated their money and allocated it for a year, when the first 
year's entitlement came along. That created an enormous strain on 
local government if they were going to spend it. It is one of the reasons 
why so many of them banked the money, because it was more than 
the body politic then could bear to open up the whole budget cycle 
again, with all of the attendant difficulties and changes in tax 
rates and opportunitie for playing around. So many of them did, in 
fact, bank the money. And I think some of the criticisms concerning 
the banking of the money-this point is not understood at all. 

Mr. BucHANA~. What does HUD do, independent of other agencies, 
i.o provide information for local governments on available funds? 

Mr . . MEEKER. vVe use our area offices for this particular purpose, 
and our contact man to local government is aware of the allocation 
levels which are available for various programs. 

We, in a number of area offices, operate a newsletter that is sent 
to local agencies. It indicates when certain funds are going to arrive 
at the area office, when certain considerations are made. It also does 
one other thing: it indicates the allocations of money that have been 
made, including even housing projects. That is sent around to a whole 
State, or at least the area sirved by the area office, so everybody in 
the State is aware that so-and-so just got a very large urban renewal 
<>'rant. That may stimulate their advertising severely when they hear 
that somebody else got it.We try to keep that kind of informatiou open. 

l\fr. BUCHANAN. As you are well aware, this is one of the great 
problems of local government, knowing when and where funds are in 
fact available. 

With reference to the prior area of questioning as to the difference 
of fiscal years, I appreciate your response in tying- it to the problem 
in general revenue sharing, because I think that was greatly 
misunderstood. 

I think one of the great problems of government is how local ad-
ministrations can wisely and adequately plan, given all the variables 
and uncertainties that exist in terms of when and whether funding 
will be available. 

:Mr. MEEKER. It is a highly speculative process, and speculative 
enterprises are not well suited to governmental structures. It is as 
... imple as that. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Secretary, do you think that a large number 
of localities will adopt the local arrangement option if the Better 
Communities Act does not go into effect on July 17 . 

Mr. MEEKER. I would look to some growth, but again I think we 
reach a ceiling at some point. I do not think it will represent any-
where near the majority of our total client grouping. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, 1Ir. 
Chairman. 

Mr. FouNTALT. Mr. Meeker, I would like to return to planned 
variations about which you have already, in response to other ques-
tions, given testimony. 

This experiment, as I understand it, is an attempt to demonstrate 
the validity of the principle that, as the Pre ident put it, "when local 
governments are given the opportunity and the resources, they can 
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and will manage their affairs effectively and in a way which is respon-
sive to the needs of all of their citizens." 

In other words, you are providing additional resources to 20 com-
munities and trying to give them a relatively free hand; is that correct?· 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. As I understand it, all of the planned variations 

communities were given the opportunity of negotiating an annual 
arrangement, but many of your field officials have used annual ar-
rangements as a mechanism to gain increased Federal leverage over 
local communities, whereas the central thrust of plam1ed variat.iom, is 
the adoption of a hands-off attitude. 

Do you see any conflict here, and, if so, has it caused any problems? 
Mr. MEEKER. Having attended until this fall each one of the 

quarterly planned variations cities meetings, I have never heard I 
this brought up by representatives of the 20 cities as being a problem. 
It may be, but it was never thrown out either in an after-hour:; or· 
during meeting discussions that I am aware of, sir. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. In his statement inaugurating the planned varia-
tions program on July 29, 1971, the President stated that thf' addi-
tional funds being made available to the 20 participating cities would 
be used "to identify the priority needs of the community and to develop 
a local comprehensive plan, which includes a strategy for resource 
allocations to meet priority needs, and which assures that both 
Federal and local funds are used effectively in concert with this 
plan.'' 

In a report to your office on August 27, 1973, the General Account-· 
ing Office noted: 

Because cities participating in the planned variations demonstration are ex-
periencing limited progress in developing citywide plans, we question whether other 
cities, which have not participated in this demonstration or in the l\fodc>l Citic,-, 
Program, will have the ability to establish, within a reasonable period of time, 
their comprehensive plans. Accordingly, we have reservations whctlH'r local 
governments will be prepared for the greater responsibilities which they would 
be given in solving urban problems under the revenue sharing approach to urban 
oommunity development. 

My question is this. If this experiment was intended to demon-
strate the validity of the principle that "when local governments"-
quoting the President-"are given the opportunity and the resources 
they can and will manage their affairs effectivel:y and in a way which 
is responsive to the needs of all of their citizens," and, if GAO is 
correct in stating that planned variation communities have experi-
enced serious difficulties in developing comprehensive plans, would not • 
one be forced to conclude that the experiment has not yet succeeded? 

Mr. MEEKER. I cannot say, sir, in my own experience or from my 
reading of our materials, that I agree completely with the GAO ·tatc-
ment that you made. It does not recognize an experiment that was 
announced on July 29, 1971, and in most ca es did not begin to OJ)('ratc 
in the cities until the following April. It was involved in accomplishing 
a number of initiatives; namely, trying to devise a tracking system 
for all Federal funds, at.tempting to sc1 up a mechani~m to tH·<·11r, <'1.'r 
assess all Federal applications which were going through, tho:-,~ citic:-, 
which attempted to go through their HUD admini trativc regulations 
and point out tho e that they found to be grievous and ask that those 
be waived, and to finally expand a program, which in many cases had 
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been in operation for many year~ serving 10 percent of the poverty 
population, to serve the entire poverty population. 

Thut this workload is of significance I believe GAO does not recog-
nize these efforts. I think it is probably time now to rea. e the pro-
gram after it is completing its 2 year , and determine what happened 
when the cities got up to , peed. 

Let me give you a few indication of the magnitude of $Cale here. In 
our own purticular case, we were expanding from 42,000 people in the 
poverty area to 2 7,000 people. We were a ked to create a citizen 
participation mechanism representing 287,000 people. That meant 
even finding the organizations in the community and a variety of 
things just to meet the statutory requirement that are very substantial 
workloads. We were asked to start something like this the minute it 
was announced. 

When you have another $8 million, people are very anxious for you 
to provide them with service. They are very intolerant of long delays 
in the delivery of that funding. You have to move ma sively down a 
number of paths. 

At the end of 1 year of real effort, we had in place and were on target 
for the expenditure of the money. The greatest majority of the cities 
that. I am acquainted with, with pos ibly two exception , managed to 
finally, at the end of the year, to get fully on stream and overcome these 
particular problems. As indicated in the problem , the CERC one was 
one that probably attracted the greate t amount of attention and con-
cern on the part of the chief executive because he felt that that was 
the one that held the key to developing a citywide . trategy. 

The HUD funds under model citie are relatively free, ince the 
whole model cities approach is a demonstration of it elf. It is a City 
Dernon~tration Act of 1966. It can be used for just about anything in 
the community-. ocial . ervices, capital improvement, policemen, 
firemen, everything-a. long as the local effort is maintained at 
appropriate levels. 

What happened in this proce.. wa, , the mayor were aware that 
they were never going to be able to take advantage ignificantly of 
the part of model citie ' that said that the money could be used to 
match other Federal grant-in-aid program . They had no linkup to 
get the other Federal agencies. Many of the other Federal agencies 
stood somewhat at arm's length becau e they could ee a mas ive raid 
coming over the hill, u. ing this money, so they . tayed out of it. But 
when the CERC process came along a lot of effort wa. put into that. 

A nnmbrr of things of value occurred to the community at large. 
In our particular community we had the standard myth that it co t 
us $1 .4 of local tax effort for every dollar we got back, therefore, we 
: hould not take any Federal money. It would make it cost more, but 
it would have reduced the amount of money somehow. That wa ' a 
o-retl t belief. 

One of thr things the CERC proc ·s pointed out to u. wa. how much 
mone. • from the Federal Government in fa t imparted on our com-
rn1mity, which wn..:; even lar<Yer than the total that the State had indi-
('ated that thr State had gotten. The last figures that I had had in 
my per. onal file h fore I left tlw ·ommunit_v wer that in the fi ·<·al 
year of 1 gn th ci t)· of Indianapolis rceeiYed 792 million in Fedrrnl 
fund for 21 ,000 people; ;·2:34 million of that amount wa income 
maintenan('e money, indudinO' .'16:3 million in .-o ·ii1l ecurit)-. 
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When you subtract the income maintenance money you find your-
self with $558 million coming in impacting on local government. 
When we found ont how much had been acted on by ordinance signed 
off by the mayor, we found that it wa exactly $80 million. That in-
cluded $12 million worth of genera] revenue Rharing. 

When you get figures like this, then you begin to understand why a 
chief executive officer in a city says, I really do not control this place. 
Most of us run for election with the idea we are going to run some-
thing. Then we g ' in office and firnl out, you have a corporal's guard 
that really repre~ents you. Everybouy else is off doing their own thing. 
In this particular case-and these figures hold up time and time 
again-the amount of money that the chief executive officer had an 
opportunity to influence was somewhere between 10 and 15 percent of 
the Federal revenues that hit his city. Almost all of them zeroed in on 
this kind of thing, thnt I want to get a hand to at least say, I want it, 
I do not want it, I want it in this tondition or some other condition, to 
get into the negotiation process for that kind of money. 

That Federal money came from 22 different n,gencies. It went to 94 
different agencies in our communi y, including not-for-profit corpora-
tions, univernities, colleges, school~, county organizations, city or-
ganizations, churches, individuals, the whole group. In that 94 agencies 
obviously are not included 92,000 welfare recipients, anll have not 
included about 7,000 ADC recipients and has not included 8,000 some 
odd federally assisted housing projects ownern or occupants. 

You get an idea of the impact of Federal funds that come through 
here. So I think that the GAO, sir, althnngh nn exceJlent hody-and I 
hfl,ve had some intimate acquaintanceship with them over the years-
was too quick in making that assessment. I think another assessment 
is in order. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. Since they use the term "reasonable period of · 
time," I guess that is always a good question. 

How long is a reasonable time to get a comprehensive plan worked 
out and to get it into operation? You said 1 year, I think. Is that 
what you feel is a reasonable period of time to get a plan worked up? 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, I think that is for cities that have capacity 
that somewhere by the time you get through the total legislative 
process and get it as an adopted instrument of local policy, about a 
year is what it takes. It takes much less time each year to refurbish 
it and so on. The first time through is somewhat difficult. 

If you do not have reasonable technical competence, of course, the 
time can extend somewhat. Also, it requires substantial political 
commitment to make something of thi scale, because you are flying 
out for everybody to see on the record those things that you think 
are difficult in your community, and you are indicating \vhat you are 
going to do about them, as an adopted instrument of local policy. 

Sometimes people do not particularly like to <lo that. They come 
back to haunt you at least every 4 y ars on occasion. 

Mr. Fou.TTAIN. I am now about to get, into what could be one or 
two exceptions to your earlier statement. A. I understand it, Norfolk 
had a draft plan under consideration for 19 months after the program 
tarted, for example, and Seattle was only then in the proces of 

developing a planning process. 
Is this information correct? 

. 
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Mr. MEEKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. Can you tell us which of the planned variations 

communities have developed comprehensive plans and when they 
were adopted? 

If you cannot answer now, you may supply this information for the· 
record. 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes sir. 
[The information ref erred to follows:] 
There is considerable debate over what constitutes a "comprehensive plan." Almost all localities, for example, have what is called a comprehensive plan, which is, in reality, a land use, thoroughfare, and public facilities plan. Under the Model Cities program, Comprehensive City Demonstration Plans were developed to guide localities in targetting public and private funds in a concentrated attack on all the problems in a particular neighborhood. All 20 Planned Variations cities have such plans. 
In announcing the Planned Variations demonstration, President Nixon dis-cussed the use of funds "to develop a local comperhensive plan, which includes a strategy for resource allocations to meet priority needs, and which assures that both Federal and local funds are used effectively in concert with this plan." In line with the objective of minimizing Federal intervention, no further guidelines were established. 
At the time of our last survey of the Planned Variations cities (in the summer of 1973), all but five indicated that they had adopted comprehensive plans. This was not an in-depth evaluation, however, and there was no opportunity to deter-mine exactly what each city meant by the term. In the more detailed survey my staff is preparing, we will have the opportunity to explore this subject more fully. It is important to note, however, that the General Accounting Office study of Planned Variations did not indicate that the absence of a comprehensive plan-in the SE:lnse of a specific written document-prevented the three cities studied from successfully implementing the city-wide and CERC variations. Our own analysis of the experience in all 20 cities is that the length of time involved in comprehensive plan development is not a significant determinant of the cities' abilities .to coordi-nate and establish priorities among local programs and resources. When the cities are given greater latitude in the ways in which they may use their Federa~ funds, they generally have improved their planning and management capabilities and have developed effective means for setting their priorities and allocating scarce resources. It is this sort of comprehensive planning and management process-rather than any kind of written plan-which is most useful to localities as they face questions of resource-allocation. Unfortunately, it is a slow process, not always marked by definite dates to serve as milestones of accomplishment. As our evaluations indicate, all of the Planned Variations cities have made ::;ome prog-ress, but all still have some distance to go. 1 tis, in fact, a journey which will never end, though certainly a journey worth making. 
Mr. MEEKER. Another thing the GAO report alludes to, and has 

to be taken into these considerations, is the structure of the various 
governments that participated in this. It was selected on a geo-
Rraphical basis, also representing a variety of governmental structures. 
Some of the communities that participated in this were parti~ularly 
Balkanized. It required a great deal of effort ju t to get the people 
together to begin the process in some cases. 

These were-very substantial difficulties were found in that. In 
other communities this did not exist, and they moved along with 
great speed. 

What I suggest, what is said here is probably the e.·periment 
represents some kind of image of whu,t we could anticipate as being 
a broadly national experience, given the vagaries of lea<lership. 

Mr. Fou.1. TAIN. In judging the success of this e.·pcriment, I think 
one has to ask wh ther the communities spent the money on priority 
needs, as the President said they would, and whether they :--pent it in a 
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manner that is respon. ive to the need of their citizens. The nn:wer 
to the first que tion would seem to me to depend on a plan, and the 
·econd on citizen participation. 

Would you agree with that ob ervation? 
.. fr. :MEEKER. Yes, sir. I would append the word "ma,nagcment." 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Buchanan, do you have any question ? 
Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
On page 14, you tate that the be t te timony of thi program's 

. uccess is that 70 percent of the citie plan to continue funding this 
ERC mechani. m after the demon tration ends. Will the source of 

this funding be Federal or local moneys? 
Mr. MEEKER. I su pect it will vary from case to case. Some of it 

could be qualified under 701 planning money. Others could be locally 
invested capital if they are not participants in the 701 program. In 
:ome cities, the participants in the CERC proce s are located in the 
mayor's office a a part of his per onal . taff. In mo t citie. , those 
individuals are paid by local tax funds, rather than by Fedrml funds. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Have you ever encountered a progntm which 
provi(led con i<lerable dollars to the local level but which has been 
criticized by the local government a. long as the money keeps flowing? 

Mr. MEEKER. Have I encountered one? Ye , ir. I have. 
Mr. BucHANAN. It does appear it is a little difficult to be highly 

critical of a program which is providing yon a subc:;tantial amonnt of 
needed funds, even if the program is a little goofed up. 

Mr. MEEKER. My own experience is, having urban renewal a. 
a responsibility, that regardless of the level of it people would like an 
awful lot more of it; regardless of how we change the administration 
of it they would like to have the admini tration changed significantly. 

I find very little difference between outcry levels whether up to 
fund level, it generally follows along that there is quite a bit of 
,comment. 

I suppose again, somewhat facetiously, I have to fall back on that 
old dictum that in ome cases the best we can do is keep them surly 
but not rebellious. 

Mr. BucHANAN. We passed general revenue sharing a an add-on 
program in the Congress, rather than taking the President's package 
of general revenue haring plus special revenue sharing as a substitute 
for a lot of categorical programs. Any time .vou begin to tamper with 
a categorical program, there is a strong lobby, particularly of local 
official and tate officials, saying, "Do not cut off our program," 
even though you are planning a different 0,pproach that would give 
them more responsibility and flexibility. 

It would appear that every categorical program which end · in 
providing ome kind of funding to a tate and local government 
develops a rather , trong lobby for the continuation of their program . 

.... fr. MEEKER. Ye. , , ir . .J.. To question about it. There are . omewhere 
between 1,000 and 1,200-no one I have ever known had the patience 
to go through all the 1,500- or 1,600-page catalog and count them-
there is omewhere between 1,200 or 1,000 and 1,200 categorical 
grunt-in-aid programs in op ration or , ubsection. of them. They all 
do have a con tituency. I n pect yon are goinO' to hnve. ome continu-
ing eonstituencie. that we now haven ated. 

Our requirement for citiz n participation ha· now been institu-
tionalized. Citiz n pnrticipation in lornl goyernrnent will eontinue 
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on whether we have categoricals or not, or whether it is written into 
the legislation for any -pecial revenue sharing. I do not think you 
will ever get people out of city hall again unJe. s you do such an 
absolutely fantastic job they figure there i. no rea on to come down 
except for the how. I think that i some time off. 

:\fr. BucHA'NAN. I suspect so. 
l\Ir. Fou.TTAIN. Would the gentleman yield? 
::\Ir. BUCHANAN. Yes, sir. 
1Ir. Fo NTAIN. I u pect general revenue sharing, as meritorious 

as it is, will create a much more powerful lobbying group than we 
have had with the other pecial interest group. , when you take into 
account all of the local and tate public officials that are involved.. 

l\1r. l\lEEKER. Yes, sir. And a substantial citizens lobb~, has de-
veloped, having put through budget . e:-;sions with general revenue 
sharing. It is amazing how much lightning that attracts, and how 
many people can find their way to your office with excellent projects 
that need immediate attention. It will have a very large constituency 
becau~e it is a very large and floating kind of money that draws 
everyone. 

Mr. BucHANAN. That is really the heart of the whole idea of the New 
Federalism, as I understand it-at least a very important part of it is 
more retnrn of the government to the people, more participation by 
the people. 

Mr. ::\lEEKER. Y cs, sir. I think it is astounding with how much it ha. 
brought in that area for its relationship to the total municipal budget. 
If yon stud)' municipal budget and then look at the O'eneral revenue 
sharing allocation, you will find it is somewhere between 2 and 2% 
percent. Yet, that 2% percent is given substantial flexibilit)T· It ap-
pears almost to be the cros. over point for flcA-ibility in many, many 
cases. Al o, it has attrncted a lot of attention on the part of the public, 
kind of as a new sourre of money whose source thev clearl v understand 
for the fin,t time that is out thei:e without precomn1itment on it. 

That inve:-;tment has bought an awful lot for its role in local finance. 
I think the :ame ,vill be true of the community development revenue 
sharing which will only represent about 1 percent, 1}~ percent of local 
budgets. It ,vill have the . ame kind of impact. 

You are looking, then, if you take the two together, at maybe 4 per-
cent of the municipal budget which is goinO' to have enormous public 
consideration involved in its expenditure. 

1fr. B-ccHANA.T. Do you feel that national government should con-
tinue to mandate citizen participation? 

Mr. 11EEKER. I think in certain programs it will probably be neces-
sary for awhile. It seems to me that event. are rapidly overtaking the 
concept, and people are deciding that maximum feasible citizen partic-
ipation, as the OEO Act 1:mys or meaningful as the City Demonstra-
tion Act say,' . It is in fact a part of our style of government. 

It may be nece . ary to continue to acknowledge it a part of a na-
tional commitment to participatory democracy. 

~Ir. BucHA. ~Ax. The .'ucce , of the CERC prognun 'eemH partly to 
be ba.'ed on increa:ed Federal dollar.' . I wonder if you think, vhether 
the program can show th success it has ,vithout a trcmenclou:::; infusion 
of Federal dollars? 

:\Ir. 11EEKER. I do not believ it will have a relation.'hip to Federal 
dollars. I believe it. ' r btion hip ,vill be the ability or it. effectivene ·::. 

33-159--74-20 
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will be the ability to move in and be aware and comment on other dol-
lars that you never had a chance to deal with. That is the principal 
element. Some of tho e figures that I gave here, in this particular case, 
in the first cast-up of this kind of thing-let me give you some fast 
figures here, just out of amazement. 

The first $520 million worth of money that we looked at in our 
process, $34 million went into 45 different applications in health, 
$29.7 million went to education and 44 different projects, $193.5 mil-
lion went for social services in 17 different units. Manpower and 
economic development amounts to $12.5 million in 15 different 
accounts. Criminal justice was $5.5 in 11 grants. Recreation and 
cultural was $4.3 million in five grants. Child care was $1.2 million 
in three grants. Hou ing was $126 million. We identified 19 different 
basic accounts for the housing. Transportation was $61 million in 
14 different applications. Environment was $17 .5 million in five. 
Special grants, which included revenue haring and planned variation, 
there were four of them for $33.7 million. 

That is 182 different grant applications for $520 million worth of 
of money. It requires some effort just to handle the paper. It is cer-
tainly worth it if you can make the money hit where you are going. In 
one of the comments earlier, there was a comment about resources 
allocation. One of the problems faced by local government is appro-
priateness of various types of government services and the level of 
investment in those services. For instance, in the social service area 
we did a survey using planned variations money, and we found there 
were more than 600 agencies in our city that offered social service of 
one kind or another, some of them Federal funds, some city funds, 
some church funds, some endowment-a variety of funding sources. 

So we began to set up a process of meeting together with the founda-
tions who regularly do business in our community, with a united 
giving program and with city, so we could. determine who was invc. t-
ing what kind of money for what purpose in these various agencies, 
and we could make decisions about, well, the united givers will take 
over crisis intervention and family affairs, the city will back out 
of that. 

We began then to look at the total allocation in the community. 
When you deal particularly in social service areas, where you touch 
on people, this is the way that you have to go. You begin to judge for 
the first time, how far in should one of the levels of government go 
in the community, and recognize also that there is somebody operat-
ing largely in that field providing service already. 

Mr. BucHANAN. Thank you, sir. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FouNTAIN. I want to thank you, Mr. Meeker, and your 

associates very much for being with us. I believe this hearing has been 
useful in showing how these HUD experimental programs are intended 
to work, as well as some of the problems associated with them. Be-
cau e of the limitations of time, the subcommittee may submit 
additional questions for written response, and we would appreciate 
your cooperation. 

Mr. MEEKER. Yes, ir. 
[The additional question referred to follow :J 

,,. 

.. 
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS Sum,UTTED TO, AND ANSWERS BY, DAVID 0. l\1EEKER, JR. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Question. Your Evaluation Division has found that Annual Arrangement cities have received significant additional funding by reason of their participation in this experiment. Since funding is limited and it is very difficult, and perhaps un-desirable, to cut back on funds available to nonparticipating communities, to what extent do you anticipate using the Annual Arrangement process as HUD's basic or normal way of doing business? 
Answer. Annual Arrangements were demonstrations designed to prepare cities for the changes in the grant-in-aid structure anticipated under the proposed Better Communities Act. We now expect legislation of this sort to go into effect in fiscal year 1975. This final year of categorical funding is being used to finish projects nearing completion and to ease the transition period for cities with special prob-lems. We do not anticipate using the arrangement process now or in the future as HUD's basic or normal way of doing business. 
Question. Would you please give the dates on which the CERC system became fully operational in each participating city? How many applications have been processed through CERC in each city, and how many changes have been made in the applications processed as a result of CERC? How much was spent on CERC in each city? Please exclude from the number of applications processed in any city those where the chief executive waived his right to comment, but provide this information as a separate item. (If any of this information cannot be supplied, please explain the reason.) 
Answer. Since Planned Variations was a demonstration rather than a program, there was no formal reporting system. Rather it was felt that the purpose of the demonstration would be best served by freeing the communities from detailed reporting requirements. Consequently, the only information that is available is that collected by two evaluation questionnaires, administered during the summers of 1972 and 1973, respectively. Although some of the same que tions were asked, there were differences based on what was felt to be most relevant at the time. The following table indicates, for each city, tlie number of applications processed through CERC, the amount budgeted for the CERC staff, and the Federal share of that amount. The budget information, it should be noted, is on the amount of funds the cities proposed to spend (not funds actually expended) on the CERC application review process during the first year of the Planned Variations program. Data on funds budgeted for other CERC activities, e.g., development of city-wide comprehensive plans, was not obtained, except in the CERC-only cities. No data was collected on changes made because of CERC since this is so hard to judge without in-depth interviews of the people involved. The main value of CERC is providing access to decision-making for the chief executive. When changes take place within this process, it is often very difficult to determine exactly why the changes were made. 

Applications t City reviewed 

Newark____________________________________________________ 32 Paterson___________________________________________________ 18 Rochester__________________________________________________ 100 Erie_______________________________________________________ 38 Wilmington_________________________________________________ 77 Norfolk____________________________________________________ 19 Tampa_____________________________________________________ 34 Winston-Salem_____________________________________________ 35 Dayton____________________________________________________ 200 Indianapolis________________________________________________ 194 Lansing____________________________________________________ 31 East St. Louis_______________________________________________ 6 Waco______________________________________________________ 91 Houston___________________________________ ________________ 188 Des Moines________________________________________________ 22 Butte__________________________________________ ____________ 20 Tucson____________________________________________________ 11 Fresno__________________________________ ___________________ 6 San Jose___________________________________________________ 84 Seattle_____________________________________________________ 58 

Budgeta 

$312, 000 
(3) 

125,000 
150,000 
220,000 

(3) 
85, 000 

(3) 
181, 819 

(8) 
(3) 

114, 170 
25,000 

250,000 
80,000 
25,000 

100,000 
49,800 

251,649 
200, 000 

Federal 2 
share 

$249,000 
(3) 

100,000 
150,000 
200,000 

(3) 
85,000 

(3) 
143, 903 

(3) 
(3) 

114, 170 
5,000 

200,000 
64,000 
20,000 
80,000 
39,800 

200, 000 
93,000 

1 As of June 1, 1973, Rochester requested an additional $100,000 from HUD and this request was later approved. 2 As of June 1, 1972, Tampa planned to use $60,000 from HUD Planned Variations funds for CERC and an additional $25,000 from the Federal Regional Council. 
a Not available. 
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Question. In view of your testimony on the lack of State support for the Planned 
·variations demonstrntion, would you indicate the amount of financial i:;upport 
provided to States through the int.ergovernmcntal task forces? 

Answer. The followinu table indicates the amount provided the intergovern-
mental task forces as part of the Planned Variations demonstration. Note that in 
the case of Rochester, the funding went to Monroe County rn.ther than the ~tate. 

Recipient Planned variations cities 

Virginia __________________________________________ Norfolk _____________________ _ 
Washington _______________________________________ Seattle ______________________ _ 
Arizona __________________________________________ Tucson ______________________ _ 
California ________________________________________ San Jose, Fresno _____________ _ 
Montana _________________________________________ Butte _______________________ _ 
Iowa ____________________________________________ Des Moines __________________ _ 
Texas ____________________________________________ Houston, Waco _______________ _ 
Ohio _____________________________________________ Dayton ______________________ _ 
Michigan _________________________________________ Lansing _____________________ _ 
Illinois ___________________________________________ East St. Louis ________________ _ 
Florida ___________________________________________ Tampa ______________________ _ 
North Carolina ____________________________________ Winston-Salem _______________ _ 
Pennsylvania _____________________________________ Erie _________________________ _ 
Delaware _____________________________________ ~- __ Wilmington __________________ _ 
Monroe County, NY _______________________________ Rochester_ __________________ _ 

Fiscal year 
1972 

Fiscal year 
1973 

$40,000 --------- -- ---
125, 000 $75, 000 
56,168 --------------
25, 000 --------------
38, 540 --------------
55, 000 55, 000 
24,911 --------------
40, 000 --------------
40, 000 --------------
40, 000 -- ___ --- ---- __ 
51, 000 _ -- -- _ --- _ -- __ 
40,000 --------------
30, 000 --------------
75, 000 --------------
64, 800 40, 000 

Qu,estion. In view of your testimony regarding the waiver aspect of Planned 
Variations, would you state how many waivers were requested of HUD or other 
agencies but rejected? 

Answer. HUD was the only agency to adopt a formal waiver program. As of 
June 30, 1973, 75 waivers had been submitted to HUD and 29 rejected. 

Mr. FouNTAIN. I would like to conclude this particular set of 
hearings with a statement. In these initial hearings on the "New 
Federalism," we have been considering a variety of new administra-
tiYe approaches intended to improve the functioning of the grant-in-
aicl system. I believ-e the hearings have been informative, but they 
have also raised some basic questions as to how much has been 
accomplished, and how much can be achieved, through these adminis-
trative innovations. While I strongly support experimentation to 
improve the effectiveness of Government programs, I do think we 
mu t be very careful not to create the impression, or encourage the 
belief, that novel management technique can serve as a substitute 
for the sound application of good administrative practices, or that such 
techniques can compensate for deficiencies in the design of our laws 
or for the inadequate formulation of implementing policies within 
Federal agencies. 

When we continue this series of hearings, the subcommittee will 
examine other a pects of the "New Federalism," and will seek to 
identify, through an analysis of several grant programs, those factors 
which operate to limit the accomplishment of Federal assistance 
objectives. 

The subcommittee tands adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair. 
[Mr. Meeker's prepared statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID 0. J\1EEKER, JR., ASSISTANT SF:CRETARY FOR 
CoMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF IIousING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

DECENTRALIZATION 

1\fr. Chairman, as I am sure you are aware, HUD ha been a leader both in the 
area of devolution and in decentralization. As a practical matter, the very nature 
of the programs traditionally admini tered by HUD and its predcce sors have 



) 

305 

required a greater adherence to these principles than might be true for some other 
Federal agencies. After all, the basic programs of the Department are de~igned to 
assist cities, States, and metropolitan areas to carry out programs which involve 
their basic governmental responsibilities. Accordingly, a major them<' of our 
stewardship has been to place reliance on State and local government. Wherever 
possible, our policies and procedures have placed the responsibility for final actions 
and necessary determinations on the grant recipients, subject, of course, to audit 
requirements. 

Rather than dwelling on devolution, however, let me proceed with a brief dis-
cu"sion of HUD's efforts to decentralize program authority and staff resources. 
Attached to my testimony is a complete history of HUD's decentralization 
efforts-I will discuss only the highlights of this process. 

Although a good deal of program decentralization had occurred previously, the 
main thrust of IIUD's decentralization activities started in 1969. 

The planning which was done at that time coincided with th0 Pre~ident's 
directive to operate within common regional boundaries. Accordingly, at the 
same time four new regional offices were being establi 'hed, 30 new Il rD area 
offices were established- 23 during Phase I, as of September 1970 and another 16 
during Phase II, ns of September 1971. 

The purpo.'e of establishing these area. offices was to bring IIUD's fiC'ld services 
and program approval closer to the localities and the clientele being ~0rvcd. Of 
even greater significance than the mere physical decentralization was the del0ga-
tion of approval authority and the allocation of funds to the field offices. Within 
the funds available for a particular program, the field office director has complete 
approval authority. This stands in contrast to the previous pattern in which not 
ev0n the regional a.drninistrntor had such authority. 

The only programs for which approval authority has not been delegated to the 
field are research programs and a few other;:; in which economic::; of scale require 
centralized administration. 

However, approval of % % of IIUD program funds is delegated to IIUD 
officials in our 39 area and 38 insuring offices. 1 

Personnel Decentralization 
An interesting index of the greatly increased responsibilities now b ing di.'-

charged by the 77 area and insuring offices is the fact that by June 30, 1 f\73, there 
were 2,000 more HUD positions in the field than in 1969, ome as a result of shifts 
within the Department-others e. tablished on the basis of new appropriations. 

Equally significant is the related fact that more than 50 percent of all top l<'vel 
employees in GS grades 14 and 15 arc now in the field, as are over 20 percent of 
those in supergrades 16 through 18. It is these men and women who, on behalf of 
HUD, are very literally bringing the government closer to the people. Vve intend 
to try to maintain these field-to-headquarter. relationships in the future to ns--ure 
that a. growing proportion of the employees is engaged in the real bu,.;inc~s of the 
Department-that of providing on-the-line a,.;sistance to the communities :md 
individuals it serves. 
The Area O:ffice Concept 

The key factor in the improved service \vhich IIUD's decentralized field organi-
zation now offers parLicipants in its many and varied programs is the program 
manager. Each area office now has program managers who are respc1ns1ble, 
within assigned geographic nrens, for a.-suring that all programs administerc•d by 
the area office nre so coordinated as to generate maximum benefit to the , 'tates, 
localities and individual citizens they are designed to serve. The program manager 
and a staff of HUD program specialists make up a program team to which JI l_;D 
clients in a particular area may look for fully coordina, ~d a~sistance and advice. 

The conclusion that decentralization of the Department of Housing and -Crban 
Development has had a favorable impact is in direct keeping with the intent of the• 
President to bring that government clo. er to the' people, and that II-CD is indeed 
offering participants in its many programs improved . erYice, is not bn:--ed on 
conjecture. Three separate surveys . upport that conclusion. For example, an early 
survey made by an outside organization in the spring of 1973, included t\YO e:-:-
pecially encournging comments: 

"On the whole, the dccrntralized organization is working. By and large the 
survey reveals that area. office are looked upon as the place where kry depart-

1 Based on budget figures for latest years i rwhich there was full funding for categorical grant rrograms. 
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mental deci ions are made on program requests, and where, by and large, the pro-
gram u ers have been able to get the most effective respon es to their needs." 

"The preliminary tally of survey responses clearly indicate that many of the 
recent, basic policy decisions of the DRUD have produced effective improvements 
in the delivery of housing and community development assistance." 

Equally encouraging :findings resulted from two surveys conducted by the De-
partment itself as part of its validation of accomplishments attributable to the 
HUD FAR program. The first was undertaken in August of 1971 when teams of 
Rtaff members of both headquarters and regional offices were brought together and 
sent out to interview mayors, city managers and other key officials of 26 cities and 
towns of various sizes in all parts of the country and elicit their reactions to both 
the concept and the functioning of HUD area offices. Ninety-two percent were 
found to believe that HUD had improved its service to them through their re-
spective area offices. The same percent felt that area offices enabled HUD to be 
more sensitive and responsive to local needs, as well as to provide one-stop service. 

A follow-up second 26-city survey conducted in April 1972 further substantiated 
the conclusion that progress is being made toward attainment of both the Presi-
dent's broad goals and the more specific objectives of the Federal Assistance Re-
view. Particularly significant is the fact that, when asked their opinion of the de-
sirability of decentralized decision-making at the area office level, 96 percent of 
those interviewed responded favorably. Other noteworthy reactions included a 77 
percent affirmative answer to question as to whether or not the area office concept ; 
has increased or will increase HUD's ability to respond quickly with understanding 
and full appreciation of the community's needs and problems, and a 69 percent 
favorable response to a group of questions dealing with the accessibility of the area 
office as compared to the former regional office. Sample :findings such as these, have 
encouraged the Department in its continuing effort to consolidate the gains of 
decentralization by working steadily for maximum improvement in the efficiency 
of operations throughout headquarters and all HUD field offices. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 

... 
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APPENDIX 

OTHER CORRESPONDENCE AND :MATERIAL RELATIVE TO THE HEARINGS 

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS, 
New York, N.Y., February 15, 1974. Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Government 
Operations, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR l\IR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the 100,000 members of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants I am writing to express our support of the proposed "Joint Funding Simplification Act of 1973" (II.R. 11236) which you have introduced. 
If enacted, H.R. 11236 will have the effect of reducing substantial adminis-

trative effort connected with Federally assisted programs. We believe that efficient administration of such programs is needed and your Bill should result in added efficiency and attendant economic benefits. 
The Institute has, over a period of years, encouraged many of the simplification provisions contained in the Bill and commends the Subcommittee for its efforts to bring about reform in an important area. If the Institute can be of assistance to you and your Subcommittee in the further development of this legislation, we would be most happy to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 

Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN, 

SAMUEL A. DERIEUX, President. 

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS, 
Washington, D.C., February 8, 1974. 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Government Operations, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
D1<JAR CHAIRMAN FOUNTAIN: The American Institute of Planners would like to take this opportunity to indicate it strong support of the Joint Funding Simplifi-

cation Act of 1973 (H.R. 11236). This bill represents a significant step forward in 
streamlining the Federal categorical grant-in-aid system. This legislation i 
designed to facilitate integrated grants and joint funding by two or more Federal agencies of State or local program. based upon a single application. H.R. 11236 represents the necessary legblative authority for joint funding in order for the government to expand beyond a pilot operation (Integrated Grant Administration Program). 

This legislation provides the Federal agencies with the flexibility to remedy many of the difficulties a sociated with the cumbersome applications and reporting requirements and the endleRs funding delays that accompany many of the categor-
ical programs professional planners presently use to addre sour domestic problems. This legislation is a planning and management tool de igned to reduce exi ting red tape and duplication in the categorical grant-in-aid systems in addition to provid-
ing administrative economic . 

Basic improvements which the proposed legi lation offers over the current Federal-Aid-System are: 
(1) provides legi latiYc authorization for the successful Integrated Grant 

Admini. tration Program 
(2) allows integrated or joint grant programs to include construction and 

land acqui ition projects 
(3) authorization for joint auditing, uniform admini trative and technical 

requirements, single applications, joint management fund , de'ignation 
of lead agencies and common reporting systems 

(307) 



308 

(4) flexibility for chief executive of a unit of general government to designate 
the specific agency to administer a joint funding program under 'tate or local 
jurisdiction 

(,5) availability of existing technical a<;.;;istance and training appropriations 
under other Federal program-, for u-,e in joint funding efforts-interagency 
personnel exchange.-5 are also authorized to a-;sist in administration of joint 
funding program:; 

(6) provides support for additional legi.;;lative action including possible 
recommendations for the consolidation, implification and coordination of 
Federal a sistance proo-rams. 

The ' e advantages translate into direct reduction of administrative ov0rhead in 
grant adrn.inistration, savings through the elimination of duplicate functions 
(application preparation, accounting and bookkeeping, reporting, auditing, legal 
and management activities) and greatly improved agency policy coordination. 
Recently completed evaluations of the IGA Program document such benefits 
in greater detail. A Federal-State-local evaluation of the third year of the In-
dianapolis IGA is submitted for the record to demonstrate these achievements. 

The Joint Funding Simplification Act would encourage and facilitate a more 
direct linkage between comprehensive planning and development program 
implementation at State and local levels by linking integrated planning grant:--
to jointl)r funded construction and land acquisition projects. The concrpt of 
general revenue sharing i-; . upplemented through the additional local and , 'tate 
flexibility allowed by joint funding. 

The American Institnte of Planners would like to take this opportunit)· to offer 
certain recommendations for modifications in II.R. 1123G to facilitate its effective 
administration once approved: 

(1) In Section 3(a), the President should be authorized to designate a 
specific Federal agency as responsible for administration of Joint Fnnding 
Simplification Act i.e. General Services Administration or the Office of 
Man:lgement and Budget. 

(2) In Section 3(n) (,)), lead agencies should he designated to :1-.,,;ume both 
responsibilities for processing and for project supervi:--ion. There is no need 
for dcsignntion of separate managing agencies. 

(3) Coordination of the action authorized in , cctions 3, 4, 0, o, 7 and 8 
require designation of one Federal agency as administrator of this legi,·lation 
per (1) abovr. 

(4) In Srdion 4, consideration should he given to an appropriate appeal of 
conflict resolution mrchanism to resolve applicant problems or ~ricvancr:-:i 
i.r. Domestic Affairs Council or ·under Secretaries Council (thi,-, could he 
defined in udministrntive regulatiorn,). 

(F>) The single panel, board or committer authorized to permit simplified 
applicntion processing in Section 6(b) could also verform the function dc•-
scribed in Point No. 4 above. 

(6) It is sugp;ested that a drfinition of "technical or admini--trative provi-
sions of law" be included in ,"'ec1ion 12, . o that the intent of bnguap;e in 
Section 6(a) may be clearly implemented. The difference bet"·crn "statutory 
provisions of . uhstantive nature" and "technical or administrativr provi:--ions 
of law" could create problems of interpretation. The intent b clearl;v lauda-
tory. 

I n summary the American Institute of Plannrr:-- clearl)T support,;; the lrgislntive 
intent of H.R. 11236 ns consistent with its rstabfo,hcd policy to seek -;implification 
of the Federal nid proce.·.· and related requirement~. It is hoped that the Committee 
will consider the Institutes' recommendations for legislative improvenwnt cnn-
taincd in this testimonv a: con~tructive. 

Attached for your consideration is a copy of the Fmjied Plri1111i11g Program 
Eval1,alion / J.CJ73 preparrd h)T the Department of ).fetropolitrm J)rvel<,pment, 
Division of Planning and Zoning of Indianapolis-::vforion County, Indiana. Thi~ 
report attests to the effecti\·rne:--s of the Integrated Grnnt Admini tratim1 Pro-
gram. Please contact Mnyor ::'\Iichael A. Carroll, AIP in Indianapoli-.; if )·ou nrrd 
any additional information with regards to thc>ir program. 

We urge your Committee to act favorably on this hill and pref',-. for its s1)('rdy 
ennctmrnt by the Congres' . 

, 'incerely, 
Jon.N R. Jc,yxi-:n, 

Execuifrc Director. 

( 
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NA TIO. '.\L LE \GuE OF C1Tr1-..-, 

"C. 1TED 'TATES Co.·FERENc1-; OF 1 \YORs, 
Washington, D.C., February 7, 1!174. 

Hon. L. II. FouNT_\L", 
U.S. House of Representative,, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DE,\R CoNGRI<JS i\L\N FouNT.\l J: The National League of Cities nnd the l,;nited 
States onference of 1fayors enthusiastically endon;e II.R. 11236, the Joint 
Funding .'implification Act. This bill represents a significant step forward in 
. trcamlining the federal categorical grant-in-aid '~·st cm. 

During the pa. t dcc[lde the federal government has significantly incrca. ed its 
level of as!--istance to the nation.'' citic .. Hundreds upon hundreds of categorical 
program. have been established to alleviate prc;:sing urban problems that local 
governments could not finance through their own rc:-;ourccs. The continuance of 
thesc federal initiatives are crucial if local go\'crnmcnts n.re to ·ucce~sfully db-
chargc' their increa:-;ing responsibilitirs. 

Ilowc-..er. as thr.·e federal funds flow through our intergovernmrntal Rystem, 
too often their potential impact is diminished by wn. teful and duplicative ad-
ministrative practices. If federal resource' arc to be maximized, then every effort 
must, be rnade to deliver these resource· more efficiently and effectively. This 
mean.· reducing needless bureaucratic red tapr, and the planning and coordinating 
of nll federal domestic assistance. Of particular concern to local officials arc the 
cumbersome applications nnd reporting requirements and the cndlP1as funding 
delap; that accompany many of the categorical programs. TheRe problems are 
most acutely experienced when a particular program or project is being financed 
from more than one federal agency. 

11. lL 112:~() provides the federal agencies with the flexibility to rPmedy many 
of the difficultie:-; :u;sociatcd with the multi-funded projects. The crPation of a 
singl, application procedure' through a joint management fund, as well as simpli-
fied and coordinated reporting requiremrnts nsP significant steps in improving the 
grant-in-aid delivery system. We are e:-;pPcially pleased that the present bill 
remo,·cs the di-,tinction \)('tween intra-agency and intcragency financing and 
e ·tablish<·;-; as a goal the coordinat,ion and :-;implitication of all federal as ·istancc 
being channclrd to a :-:ingle progmm or project. 

\Ve urge your committee' to act favornbly on thi · bill, and to prrss for it· 
. pccdy enactment by the Congres'-. 

f-ince~ely, 
ALLE 

Jom~ J. 

E. FRITCH \RD, Jr., 
Executive 1·ice President, 

National League of Cities. 
GUNTHER, 

Executfre Director, 
U.S. Conference of Alayors . 

... T .\TIO •. \L ;ovER. ·oRs' CoNFERE, ·c1·~, 
OFFICJ-; OF FEDER \L-, T \Tr; 111•:L \TIO, ·s, 

lVashinato11, D.C., Janucuy .JO, 1r:4. 
Jlon. L. II. Fou 'T_\IN, 

ubcommitla on I 11tergo1·ermnc11tal Relations, 
Rayburn House Office Building, lVa.shinglo11, D.C. 

l)i-;.,_R Co~GRb f-'.\LL' Fou.·T_\1N: The National Governor:' Conf<'rence ha:- long 
Rupported the joint funding simplification concept. Funding simplification 
procedure~· wh1ch have> bC'cn most successful in pilot tests under th' Office of 
:\Ianag<>nwnt and Bud 0 ·et IGA effort, have• been proven an rffcctivc wa)· to 
coordinate federal resmircc>s. The Governor ' Conference supports pa. sage of 
joint fundin~ ,implification legi.fation, and I am delighted that )'Oll n.re holding 
hearing..; on thi..; and other topics relatrd to this bsu and the _ ·{,,,. Federalism. 

I hiwe enclo~cd a COVi' of current ~ational Governor.·' Conf1.,rrncr policy on 
f Pderal grant---in-n,id and draw your attention particularly to paragraph ' of the 
C'nclosPd statement. 

If w<· ma~· he of assi.'tancc to your subcommiLtec, please don't lw. ilatc to call. 
,'incerely, 

CHARLES A. BYRLEY. 

Enclo ure. 
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FEDERAL GRANT-IN-Arn OMNIBUS 

The National Governors' Conference acknowledges the importance of federal 
grants-in-aid in the financing of state and local programs. These aids now amount 
to nearly one-fifth the total fedei-al domestic budget and one-fifth of total state 
expenditures. Aid programs have proliferated in the past several years and now 
number over 1000 separately funded activities. 

The number of programs and the large amount of dollars involved make in1pera-
tive the proper administration of these prograrns so that the national objectives 
toward which they are aimed can be achieved. ::\Iany of the policy statements of 
this Conference deal with this Lsue 1Yith re. pcct to individual programs. The 
federal government-the President, Congress, and the administering agencies-
should work closely with state officials in developing appropriation and adminis-
trative procedures to provide maximum flexihility in carrying out program 
objectives and maximum certainty of federal action. Specifically the Conference 
endorses the following concepts: 

A. Utilization of the block grant approach for new aid programs in support of 
broad national purposes. 

B. Fundamental reorganization of a large number of existing programs into 
several broad areas on a permanent ba, is. Grouped programs should be those that 
share a consistent pattern of purpose. The following provisions represent concepts 
embodied in this type of proposal: 

1. Automatic allocation of grant funds by careful and meaningful formulas 
rather than narrow project specifications. 

2. Flexible and dependable formulas for passing certain funds directly to 
local governments. 

3. Deletion of matching and maintenance of effort requirements as a pre-
requisite to receiving aid. 

4. Clear definition of the State as critical to program coordination planning 
and evaluation, with gubernatorial review replacing cumbersome federal 
approval processes. 

5. Reasonable transitionary stipulations such as hold harmless clauses, 
which would guarantee state and local jurisdictions at least a. much revenue 
from each new program as from the total of the old program, being 
consolidated. 

C. Joint funding simplification, to allow federal agencies to cooperate with 
, tate requests to combine several grants in the administration of one state 
program. 

D. Appropriations consonant with authorization, to provide a greater degree 
of certainty in the amount of funding to be expected. 

E. Advance funding for at least two years, especially for construction projects, 
so that the necessary contracts can be let with assurance of fulfillment. 

F. Annual appropriations prior to start of fiscal year, to provide the States 
ufficient lead time for planning the program and hiring the staff. 

G. Resolution by the President and Congress of their divergent policies on 
appropriations and expenditures by procedural or structural means. 

II. Full consideration of the special needs of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa and Guam be given by Congress in the di tribution of fiscal 
aid fundc;. 

The National Governors' Conference asserts that any changes in the grant-
in-aid system must be directed toward the Rimplification of procedures. The 
mechanisms of federal assistance must not he allowed to impede the> intent of 
that assistance. The National Governors' Conference support. the President's 
pecial federal assi. tance review program for the streamlining of thP administra-

tive mechanisms used to process and di. tribute federal funds. Further, the Na-
tional Governors' Conference asserts that economic, social and ecological chal-
lenges can be dealt with at state and local leYels, and that operational changes 
in aid programs must allow and encourage problem- olving ability at the. e levels. 

... 
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1\1uNICIP,\.L FINANCE OFFICERS Assocu.TION, 
UNITED STATES AND CA:NADA, 

Washington, D.C., January 28, 1,974. 
Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Rayburn House Office 

Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN FOUNTAIN: On behalf of the over 5,000 state, local and 

Federal finance officers and specialists that the Municipal Finance Officers Asso-
ciation represents, I am pleased to write in support of the "Joint Funding Simpli-
fication Act" (R.R. 11236). 

Our membership, as active profes. ionals and practitioners in public finance 
administration, are keenly interested in measures that will increase the efficiency 
of intergovernmental funding procedures. Aside from the merits and ubstance 
of particular Federal categorical assistance programs, it has long been recognized 
that their rapid growth in many diverse agency areas has resulted in diffuse and 
complex administrative procedures that can be counterproductive to realizing 
overall program objectives and efficiency. Furthermore, pilot projects evidently 
have demonstrated that the joint funding technique can be successful nnd that 
the concept warrants an expansion with specific and permanent legislative 
authority. 

We respectfully request that you include this letter of support for the Joint 
Funding Simplification Act in the official record of the forthcoming hearings on 
this measure. If we may be of further assistance to the Subcommittee, plea.se do 
not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely yours, 
JORN PETERSEN, 

Washington Director. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 
OF NORTHEASTER PENNSYLVANB .. , 

Avoca, Pa. 

MEMORANDUM 
To: House Committee on Government Operations. 
From: Howard J. Grossman. 
Subject: Support of R.R. 11236, the Joint Funding Simplification Act. 
Date: January 9, 1974. 

I wish at this time to go on record as in support of the passage of R.R. 11236 or 
similar legislation. This legi lation would be helpful to the simplification of the 
funding process. It is my understanding that a public hearing will be held on this 
legislation sometime in the near future and I would appreciate if you enter the 
comments of the undersigned in support of thi::, legislation into the hearing records. 

Thank you very much. 

FEDER.\L GOVERNMENT AccoUNTANTS Assocu.TION, 

Hon. L. II. FOUNTAIN, 
Arlington, Va., Novernber 19, 19?'8. 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
-DEAR CONGRESSMAN FOUNTAIN: I understand that H.R. 11236, the "Joint 
Funding Simplification Act of 1973," has been referred to your Subcommittee for 
consideration. 

Enclosed are comments that the Federal Government Accountants Association 
provided to the Senate during their consideration of S. 2299, which I understand is 
identical to your bill. We &upport R.R. 11236, as we have supported previous 
legislation to simplify the funding of Federal assistance project and other efforts 
to improve intergovernmental relations. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 
HARRY LEVINE, President. 
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FEDER.\.L GOVERNl!E r T AccoUNT.\NTS AsSOCL\TION, 
Arlington, Va., September 10, 1D7J. 

Senator EDMUND S. l\IusKIE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, Senate Committee on 

Government Operatio11s, "'Washington, D.C. 
DEAR l\fa. CHAIRM.\N: I understand that your Subcommittee is holding hear-

ings tomorrow on the "Joint Funding SimplifictLtion Act of 1973." The FGAA 
believes that this legislation would improve financial management in Government. 
Accordingly, I have taken the liberty of enclosing the FGAA's position on this bill. 

In the event that the Subcommittee will hold additional hearings on this bill, 
I will he glad to testify. Unfortunately, prior commitments preclude me from 
testifying tomorrow. However, If you believe it would be of any benefit 1 would 
also be glad to talk to you or your staff concerning this legislation. 

l:::lincerely, 
IL\.RRY LEVINE, President. 

Enclosure. 

FEDERAL GovERNMENT AccouN'r.\NTS AssocL\.TION 

COMMENTS ON S. 2299 
General 

As in prior proposed legblation on this subject, the language and procedmes 
contained in the bill may not be specific enough to effectively carry out it:-; worthy 
objective.". There is generally no indication as to how a specific purpose will be 
achiE'ved other than through "coordination," "encourage arrangements," "take 
actions," etc. 

\Ye believe specific agencies should be designnted as being responsible for 
certain actions, and unique procedures or steps identified to assure completion 
and accountability. 
Section 2 

The last sentence which refers to combining State and Federal resources should 
cite as a specific example "the use of joint auditing." 
Section 3(a) 

The issuance of "internal orders" by each agency could be confusing and 
contradictory unless coordinated with a central agency such as the GenC'fal 
Services Administration or the Office of Management and Budget. \Ve recommend 
GSA in light of its newly assigned financial management responsibilities. 
Section 3(a)(4) 

The e:--tablishmcnt of "common technical" rules should specifically include 
:;;;tandardized audit guidelines which are now proliferating at all Government 
level . 
Sections .:J(a), 4, and 6(a) 

The requirement that Federal agency heads "consult and cooperate" with 
each other has not proven effective in other situations de:;;;igned to achieve uniform 
objectives. \Ve recommend designation of a single agency such as GSA to act as 
the focal point for implementation of the policy and procedure:, involved. 
Section 6(a) (3) 

Since Federal regulations presently do not satisfactorily di~tinguish between 
contracts and grants for Federal assistance programf', greater clarification should 
be provided in the bill or el ewhere to help agencies choo~e the appropriate 
instrument. 
Section B(e) 

Thi..:; section provides for a rather cumben,ome method of determining the 
non-Federal share ratio. Since other sections of the bill waive individual agency 
requirements, we recommend the establishment of a single non-Federal share 
equivalent to the program requirement of the "lead" agency. 
Section 10 

Does the reference to "States or State agencies," specifically exclude city or 
county governments. 

., 

( 
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DECENTRALIZATION EFFORTS AT HEW 

GI:ORGE DOUGLAS GREENBERG, DEPART:\IE 'T OF POLITICAL 
SCIENCE, THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

[Testimony prepared for the Hearing before the Subcommittee on Intergoyern-
rnental Relations, Committee on Government Operations, House of Repre-
sentatives, Ninety Third Congre~s, First Session, Janl!ary 1974] 

:\fay I begin hy thanking the committee for inviting me to share my viewe with 
them in the form of this written te:a-timony. Let me first is:-ue a disclaimer. I 
know little about the most recent efforts at decentralization and regionalization 
at IIE,v. However, I have studied clo. ely HEW's efforts to decentrnlize and 
regionalize its activitief' up to 1970 and I hope that my conclusions based on an 
analysis of that experience will be useful to the subcommittee in attempting to 
assess current efforts. 

These conclusions are found in the accompanying chapter from my doctoral 
dissertation, Governing HEW, written in June 1972 for the Department of Gov-
ernment at Harvard Gniversity. The research upon which the dissertation is based 
was supported by a fcllo,v8hip from The Brool ings Institution which allowed me to 
spend 2 years in Washington, D.C., interviewing IIEW officials. As the chapter 
itself is lengthy, I will briefly highlight its argument hy summarizing the inherent 
intellectual dilemmas decentralization and regionalization present. Essentiully, 
I argue, decentralization is a complex proce::-s which pose,; inherent choices to ad-
ministrators who would use it for policy ends. These choices or tensions nppcar 
in several forms. At the most general level, there is the choice of which values de-
centralization i. to serve. Decentralization can be used as an administnttive tool 
to better foster the achievement of central administrntor's purposes. On the other 
hand, decentralization can be used to foster the values of increased local repre-
sentation or participation in decisionmaking. As an example of the former u:e, 
decentralization at General Motors is pursued as long as the flexibility it gives to 
division chiefs leads to the central board' goals of increa. ed profit or productivity. 
,vhen decentralization threatens these central goals it is revoked. As an example 
of the latter u. ·e, strutegie: of community control increase representation and 
participation at the local level at the snme time that they make the achieYement of 
centrally determined goals less likely. To the extent that representation is achieved, 
the achievement of central administrator's values may be threatened. The two 
uses are not entirely compatible and often n choice among them must be made. 

It is my belief that decentralization at IIEW wa: an administrative strategy 
primarily designed to foster the responsivene's of the administration of HEW 
programs to policy direction from the Secretary and his representative,; in the 
regions by bypassing the centralized bureau structure in \Vashington. The central-
ized bureaus were perceived as unre ponsive to secretarial policy initiatives. 
However, decentralization al o presents fundamental dilemmas and choices to 
those who would use it for the purposes of policy control. In order to bypass the 
hureaus, the narrow categorical control mechani ms for which the bureaus were 
respon,'ible were attacked. By breaking down categorical structures, presumably 
regional officials would be given the flexibility to respond to both local need.' and 
Secretarial initiatives. But the . tated desire of recent Secretaries of HEW to 
achieve the general goal of increased administrative fle~6bility and responsiveness 
is to be achieved by attacking those mechanism' which help as ure the accomplish-
ment of more specific goals and priorities in particular progrnm arras. There i,; 
often a choice between achieving more general, . ystem-oricnted goals at the cx-
pewe of dismantling the mechani 'ms necessary to as:ure the accomplishment of 
more narrow program Rpecific goals. 

A third administrative dilemma i. presented by HEW prof es. ionalism. IIE,v 
i a department compo. ed of bureauR which consist of and are re,;ponsive to groups 
of highly . pecialized profe. ,-ional . , tudent. of public administration have noted 
that professionals are usually less respon. ive to central admini trative control 
because they are more responsive to professional norms and standards. The 
profes:ionalism of IIE\V hureaus i. therefore an importnnt source of bureau 
autonomy. The attack on bureau autonomy, through regionalization, decategoriza-
tion, and decentralization is therefore een by IIE\V profe,;. ionals as an attack on 
the mechani. ms neces. ary to a. sure professional quality and standards. Hence, 
decentntlization pose. yet another choice. To what extent ought profes,-ional 
judgment be sacrificed to the judgment of regionnl generali.·ts to achieve the 
general admini ·trntive value of flexibility and respon:ivene:--s? 

-: 
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There is also a choice between decentralization and regionalization. Decentral-

izing HEW programs away from Washington does not necessarily strengthen the 
regional director who may still have little control over the new activities conducted 
nominally under his direction. Moreover, decentralization may proceed to dif-
ferent degrees in different programs making coordination at the regional level 
more, not less, difficult. Strengthening the regional directors within the region 
implies a recentralization of authority, but at different points in the agency 
structure than the central Washington bureaus. The regional director is presum-
ably the Secretary's representative and is presumably more responsive to sec-
retarial policy directives than the previously recalcitrant bureau chiefs. But 
there arc no guarantees that newly strengthened regional directors would remain 
the Secretary's men. Posted in the regions, regional directors are more 1:1us-
ceptible to regional and local pressures than central Washington officials. Indeed 
that is pre:;;umably why regionalization is de ired in the first place. But regional 
directors who arc responsive to local and regional pressures may be less responsive 
to the Secretary or to the Congress and that too implies choices as specific problems 
arise. 

To summarize the character of these choices, perhaps a more general point 
ought to be made. Different political interests are represented at the State and 
local level than are represented at the national level. That is the nature of American 
political pluralism. If the same patterns of interest. were represented in both 
State government and national government, decentralization would pose few 
dilemmas because then the program would serve the same goals no matter which 
level of government controlled it. But when the patterns of interest representation 
are different, those with access or power at the national level will be reluctant to 
turn over program control to those with power at the State, local, or regional 
level on the grounds that this will produce greater representation, greater flexi-
bility or . ome other general admini trative value. The choice is between achieving 
general administrative value. and controlling specific program results to achieve 
particular political needs. More is at stake than "good admini tration." Political 
outcomes, (who will control the program), are also at stake. 

Because of these choices and inherent dilemmas, decentralization and central-
ization tC'nd to follow each other in cycles. Fir t one side of the choice is pursued. 
But soon people realize that the set of values represented by the other side of the 
choice is being neglected. Concern for the neglected values grow and eventually 
adjustments arc made. But now the first set of values is less likely to be achieved, 
concern grows, and the cycle repeats itself. 

Since agency decentralization inevitably presents the policymaker with inherent 
choices, the important point to recognize is that no administrative decision is 
costless. Congress must therefore decide whether the benefits claimed for a par-
ticular administrative arrangement are worth the costs in terms of other values 
it also deems to be important. A corollary of this argument is that administrative 
reforms such as decentralization will never represent a panacea to the massive 
problems faced by a department as complex and diverse as HEW. What decen-
tralization offers is a solution to particular problems faced by the Secretary. It is, 
therefore, an invaluable administrative tool. But the cost of solving the particular 
problem at hand may be exascerbating some other, more distant, and less pressing 
problem, given the inherent tensions and dilemmas of decentralization. Ad-
ministrative arrangements such as decentralization can be used to solve one 
problem or the other, but not both. It then becomes a question of which problem 
is more politically visible, or more immediate. 

Although, I have discussed decentralization in terms of HEW, I believe the 
dilemmas and ten ions identified are faced to some degree by any agency which 
seeks to decentralize its activitie . However, the discussion so far has been too 
abstract. It is by examining some of the specific problems faced by past decen-
tralization efforts at HEW that the character of the choices posed can be better 
understood. I therefore hope that the preceding remarks will both serve as a guide 
to the accompanying chapter and interest the subcommittee sufficiently to read 
further. 

(The following material from the author's dissertation, Governing HE\V, 
submitted to Harvard lJniversity, June 1972, is not to be quoted or reprinted 
without the permission of the author.) 
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CHAPTER VI.-DECENTU.\LIZ.\TION AND SECRETARL\.L CONTROL AT HKW 
Mr. FLOOD. Is it your intent then to decentralize administration and 

program decisions in the region? 
Mrs. HITT. What we are trying to do is to make it more posi;ible and 

more feasible for our regional directors to act in concert with the state and 
local governments with a quicker and more positive response to their needs. 

Mr. FLOOD. I remenber when the Russi:1ns fired Sputnick all sorts of things 
began to happen, then we got an announcement from Truman one dramatic 
morning that the Russians had the A bomb sooner than we thought they would. So everybody started to decentralize the government. We had trucks 
at the various departments hauling away files and scattering them all over the country. But one dark night they all crept back. 

U.S. Congress, House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on 
Departments of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare and Related 
Agencies, hearings on Appropriations for fiscal year 1970, 1969, p. 1087. 

The complexity and number of grant programs at HEW are a block to effective management. Extensive categorization of programs reduces flexibility and the ability to meet new problems as they emerge. Originally designed to limit the discretionary authority of both the Secretary of HEW and the states and thu 
assure continuity of support to grant recipients, categorization also protects professionalized bureaus in Washington and their allies within the State bureauc-
racies from interference by generalists such as secretaries and Governors. De-
categorization of programs (widening the purposes for which grants can be spent) and decentralization of programs (removing the authority over grant decisions from the centralized functional bureaus in \Yashington) are therefore seen a ~ potential ways of increasing the responsiveness of HEW to Secretarial directives. In this chapter, we shall explore the manner in which decentralization at IIEW 
has been pursued and the extent to which it has been successful. 

l\L\.TTERS OF DEFINITION 
Before proceeding it will be important to clarify use of the term decentralization. To decentralize means to distribute authority more widely. 1 Authority is the right 

to make binding decisions in choice situations. Decentralization can take several forms. Administrative decentralization refers to the devolution of authority within hierarchical decision making tructures. The authority decentralized is that over activities which are found at some point on the means-ends continuum, one end of which concerns only trivial procedural matters and the other end of which involves the determination of basic objectives. But ultimate authority remains at the top of the hierarchy, and its delegation can be revoked if the results appear to be incon-
8istent with organizational goals as defined by those at the top. 

When the authority to set basic objectives embodied in the hierarchy is itself 
decentralized, political decentralization occurs. Political decentralization results from the transfer of authority from one autonomous decision making structure to another. For example, in community control experiments the authority to set ha ic objectives is transferred to the representatives of politically independent 
communities. From the point of view of central officials, this amounts to dispersion of authority since they can no longer directly control the decisions made or make them consistent with their own goals . 

Political decentralization primarily serves the value of increasing participation in the making of basic political decisions and in setting goals. On the other hand, 
administrative decentralization is primarily sought to help implement centrally determined goals more effectively. Reformers at HEW were seeking administrative decentralization, not political decentralization. They sought to strengthen agency responsiveness to the Secretary and help implement his goals. They sought to end 
the political autonomy of bureaus and to establish a structure in which centrally determined objectives would provide a focus and guide for the deci. ions subse-
quently delegated to subordinates of the Secretary. Later in this chapter we will 
review the various strategies of administrative decentralization attempted at 
HEW (strengthening the regional directors, decentralization of federal programs to the regions within categorical lines, and decategorization). But first it is nece -
. ary to consider the general conditions of succes ful administrative decentraliza-
tion as well a some of the obstacles to it. succe within the federal government. 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-3132. 
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CONDITIONS OF SUCCESSFUL ADMINISTR.-\TIVE DECENTRALIZATIO . ' 

AdminiRtrative decentralization iR easiest when an organization ha:a; clear and 
agreed upon goals. Then superiors can assume subordinates Rhare their values and 
will make the same decisions they would when authority is delegated. Then sub-
ordinates make changes simply to adopt the shared values to new circum;-;tances in 
the field. Flexibility is gained without the risk of inconsistency or the lo:-;s of goal 
attainment. 

Anthony Downs has shown, however, that ineradicable sources of conflict 
exist in large hierarchical organizations.2 Two strategies are available for over-
coming goal divergence so that administrative decentralization remains an 
effective strategy for pursuing organizational goals as defined by those at the 
top. First, subordinates can be indoctrinated with a bureau ideolog~· which 
overrides sources of goal divergence and reestablishes common as:'iumptions for 
decision throughout the organization. Herbert Kauffman has describ,-,d hm.v this 
strategy is used in the Forest Service to produce a high degree of formal de-
centralization. 3 Second, performance measures can be devised so that subordi-
nates' behavior can be adequately controlled and monitored dc:-;pite goal diver-
gence. For example, according to Drucker's description of operations at General 
::.\fotors, the decisions of the decentralized division directors with rep;ard to such 
basic matters as pricing and production are made within a framework of evaluative 
criteria established by central management.4 As Levin and Truman argue: "If 
the headquarters of an economic organization gives the warehouse managers a 
. et of prices and announces that advancement will be determined on the basis 
of his facility's profits .... the managers' ... decisions will exnctl~· coincide 
with those headquarters personnel would make under similar circurnstnnces. It 
is this result which in particular allows the headquarters to delrgate to the man-
agers nominal authority over a wide range of issue ." 5 The importance of estab-
lishing adequate performance measures so that . ubordinates' behnvior can be 
effectively monitored and guided means that effective administrative decen-
tralization requires the prior centrnlization of authority in the hands of top 
management. If authority is fir t centralized, top management can then formulate 
the criteria of performance and evaluation which limits subordinates' discretion 
and assures a minimum of conformance with their goals. 

In government bureaus, it is often difficult to establish adequate measures of 
subordinates' performance. The result is what Downs has described as "authority 
leakage." He conclude , "that in any large, multi-level bureau, a very significant 
portion of all the activity being carried out is completely unrelated to the bu-
reau's formal goals, or even to the goals of its topmost officials." 6 The more 
vaguely defined a bureau's function, , or the more difficult its output. are to 
measure, (in short, the more difficult it is to establish good criteria of perform-
ance), the greater the "authority leakage." The effects of extrem<' authorit? 
leakage are similar to the effect of political decentralization from the point of 
view of att'.lining the goal of top officials. 
Obstacles to administrative decentralization 

Centra,l officials may desire administrative decentralization for an>· of several 
reason. : to increase popular representation and participation, to encourage 
experimentation and innovation, fo ter the adoption of policy to locnl conditions, 
reduce time delays in processing and handling requesfa, and impro,·e the morale 
of lower level employees who are given greater discretion over decisions. In the 
Federal Government, decentralization is also de. ired to fo ter cooperative rela-
tionships bet,•,een Federal and State officials. It can also, in principle, fo. ter 
coordination among the activities of federal departments if all decentralize 
decisionmaking authority to the same point in their field structures. 

But administrative decentralization ha costs as we 11 as bC'nefits. The de. ire 
of central decisionmaker to control potential cosL lrad. to a gradlwl rea:-;sC'rtion 
of authority over time, producing crntralization and dC'centralization cycles. 
The primary potential cost of decentralization in any form i . the risk of incon-
sistent and conflicting policie . In addition, decentralized organizational units 
rn.ay begin to identify with the clientcle , erved rather thnn with the values of the 
central organization. Decentralization require. smaller, scattered adn,ini..;trative 
units and therefore economics of scale mny b lo. t. Communication rind ~u1wr-
vision costs are increased. ,'ince not all functions of an organization nePd or ought 
to be decentralized to the same extent, decentralization ha. as much potential 
for complicating problems of coordination across federal departmc-nts a it has 
for resolving them. 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 33()-332. 
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Before admini~trntive decentralizntion can he evC'n temporarily successful, 

centralizing political pres:ures must be neutraliz('d. In general, th<' desire of 
officials to expand their jurisdictiom and to retain direct control over the activities 
on which they are evaluated will produce centralizing pre.surrs in any organiza-
tion. Legnl requirements ma~' nece'sitate c0ntralized accounting or auditing 
procedures. Competition or external threat will increase managerictl co11cc1n for 
efficiency and central control. 

In the "Gnited States there are a number of pressure: for further nationalization 
of governmental functions. Population mobilit~r and irnprovC'd communications 
have shifted popular attention from local to national government. Fed(•ral ability 
to raise revenues more easily than the states focuses pressure for action there. 
Regulation of business by the federal government is necc•ssary becau~e othC'rwise 
businesses would leave the stricter states and rrgulati0ns ,vould not he uniform. 
As certain groups gain greater acce ·sat the federal level, they push for even further 
centralization of functions. Groups which are disad,,antaged in the ::-truggle 
for power at the state and local level appeal to the national government. 

Trends which contribute to nationalization of politics also contribute to in-
crcn.sed centralization within the nationn.l government. In general Congressmen 
prefer to keep functions centralized in v\. ashington bureaus where they can keep 
trnck of things. If bureau chiefs lose power and authority to eithC'r the regional 
directors of IIEW or to their own program people within the regions, it becomes 
more difficult for Congressmen and Congressional committees to intluenC(' agency 
decisions. Regional officials who are in closer contact ,vith state officiab may he 
more responsive to a Congressman's or Senator's political rival: within a state. 
National lobbies with representation in \Vashington alf-o prefer to kC'ep decision 
making authorit)· centralir,ed. Professionals prefer to deal with profrs~iC1nals in 
the specblized Washington bureaus rnther than with regional officials who often 
must be generalists because regional staffs are smaller. Professional and Congres-
sional pressures often lead to detailed legislative requirements and specifications 
which make Wa. hington officials who are accountable for them even more reluctant 
to respond to Secretarial policic of decentraliz:.tion. 

CENTR.\.LIZ.\.TION AT HEW 

HE\Y is a highly centralized department in those areas where di:--cretionnry 
authority exists. Authority is centralized in the functional bureaus in W. shington 
even though two-thirds of HEW's employees work outside the Wn:hington, D.C. 
area. Centrnlization of authority occurs within narrowl~· categorized programs. 
IIEW can therefore be simultaneously described as fragmented and centralized. 
More precisely there is horizontal dispersion of authority among the various 
IIEW bureaus coupled with a vertical concentration of authority within those 
bureaus. 

In order to end the fragmentation of IIEW and to enable the Secretary to 
integrate previously independent programs, an end to the concentration of power 
at the bureau level was sought. Through such devices as PPBR, pc,licy choice-.. 
over budgetary and legislative initiative:=; were to be taken from the independent 
bureaus and centralized in the Secretary'R hands. At the same time operating and 
funding decisions were to be decentralized away from the bureaus to the regional 
structure and to a, certain extent, to the states them:elves. 

HEW reformers began to see the State:-s afl allies of the ecretary in hi:c: fight to 
control the professionalized bureaucracie' in ·washington. Hpecinliz<'d lmreauc-
racies in \Vashington find natural allie. in their counterparts in the State bureauc-
racies. Alliances among profo::;sionals in State and Federal counterpart agencies 
make it difficult for , 'tate officials to control their mvn bureaucracies. If the 
Governor's office and the quality of. tate personnel can be upgraded, then perhaps 
the State might be able to do the job of coordinating the incoming Federnl grant. 
which the Federal Government eem. incapable of doing its lf. Those who wished 
to strengthen the Secretary saw his natural allie. in generalists such a~ the gover-
nors and regional director. at lower level · in the governmental :,;tructure. 

Another contributing factor to the newly found virtue in the state.., "\Y:l.' the 
growing realization by liberals and the long .tanding realization by consen·atives 
that the country could not be run efficienlly directly from Washington. If it could 
not and national program objectives were still to be fulfilled, 8tate and local 
governments, which ultimately spent ninety percent of the HEW budget, would 
have to be responsive to federal priorities. Improvement and upgrading tif :--tate 
admini trative capacity wa. sought in order that the adminbtration of Federal 
program might be improved.7 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-332. 
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Decentralization, therefore, became part of a strategy to improve the manage-ment and performance of federal programs. As one reporter argued, "It should be noted that the IIEW decentralization is not being carried out in a populi. t or power to the people impulse. The aim is both to improve efficiency and to better the performance of the department in achieving priorities established by the Secretary. The feeling is that the sub-agencies have gone along administering their own programs in a way that often contributes little to the achievement of the goals of the agencies, and it is clearer management of the sub-agencies that is a major objective of decentralization." 8 Administrative decentralization at HEW has been attempted along three lines: (1) the strengthening of the regional director' over the field structure, (2) the shift of functional authority from Washington to the field, and (3) decategorization of HEW programs with the reduction of Federal restrictions upon the States. We will examine each of these efforts in turn. 

THE STRENGTHENING OF THE REGIONAL DIRECTORS 

Regional Directors at IIEW traditionally have been very weak. Representative~ of the functional bureaus in the field look to the Washington bureau chief for advice and guidance rather than to the regional director. He has supplied house-keeping services to programs but has had no formal authority over them. Accord-ing to a 1961 report on HEW field organization, "the description of the regional director requires him to (1) represent the Secretary of HEW in the region; (2) . ee that department policies are carried out; and (3) provide leader. hip and coordination of regional activities. He is effectively prevented by the limitations built into the manual from achieving any of the ·e objectives except through his powers of persuasion." 9 He does gain some informal power from the needs of the individual program representatives for a prestigious figure to represent them to tate governors. 
His power to appoint HEW personnel in the region is limited. In the past, the operating bureaus of HEW have essentially chosen their own program representa-tives. Career advancement continues to be determined by the bureaus in \V ashington. 
Not every program is represented in the region. Education programs have in particular remainC'd centralized. The strength of the individual HEW programs vis-a-vis regional generalists is indicated by the fact that as recently as 1961 only the Surgeon General was represented by a regional agency head. Before 1961 the Office of Education and the Social Security Administration did not formally designate a head from among agency program representatives who reported directly to individual program chiefs in Washington. There was little effort to coordinate programs at the regional level from the perspectives of the HEW bureaus, much less from the perspectives of HEW as a whole. Staff available to the regional directors has been even more limited than staff available to the Secretary of HEW. From 1953 to 1969 the staffing available for field coordination grew from only 310 to 456 positions. 10 The bulk of those posi-tions were needed to provide routine housekeeping functions, leaving only a handful of positions available to the ten regional directors for the coordination of activities. Efforts to decentralize HEW activitie have resulted in growth in the regional offices over the pa t few years. Table 13 summarizes the data since 1967. Yet staff available to the regional director has not grown as rapidly as total positions on the regions. 11 

HEW has attempted to strengthen the coordinative role of the regional director in several ways: 
l. Increasing the authority of the regional director over hiring and staffing.-Proposals are now under discu sion to raise to GS 1.5 the grade level to which the regional director can appoint without review. At pre ent, his authority to appoint personnel without review is limited to GS 13 in his own immediate office and to GS 9 for the constituent agencies. The proposed changes would give him both greater voice in the selection of regional personnel and more flexibility to transfer personnel within a regional office. 
2. Providing the regional directors with planning staff and transferring personnel to the regions.-Attempts have been made to strengthen the informal authority that regional directors po sess over regional agency personnel through planning. If an operational planning cycle could be e tablished, then there would be a mechanism through which regional officials could be held responsible for previ-ou ly agreed upon goal . Some planning staff has been shifted to the regions. 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-3.32. 
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Attempts have al. o been made to directly upgrade the quality of regional office 
personnel by encouraging tram;fer and by assigning new posts with high civil 
service ratings to the regions. 

TABLE 13.-WASHINGTON AND OTHER AREA EMPLOYMENT-FISCAL YEARS 1967-70 

Areas other than Washington 

Washington area Regional offices Other Total 

Positions Percent Positions Percent Positions Percent Positions Percent 

1967 actual_ ___ __________ • __ _ . _____ _ 
1968 actual_ ______ ___ ___ ______ __ ___ _ 
1969 estimate __ ___ __ _____ _________ _ _ 
1970 estimate _______ __ ______ _____ __ _ 

28, 701 
28,524 
27,505 
28, 596 

30. 5 
28. 3 
28. 6 
28. 4 

3,246 
4,227 
4,005 
4,481 

3. 4 
4. 2 
4.1 
4.4 

62,261 
67, 933 
64, 767 
67, 783 

66. 1 94,208 
67. 5 100, 734 
67. 3 96,277 
67. 2 100, 860 

Note: The above figures reflect only those positions included in the Labor-HEW appropriation bill. 

100 
100 
100 
100 

(Washington area employment has decreased from fiscal year 1967 through fiscal year 1969 while the regional offices 
and other locations outside Washington show a net increase. The fiscal year 1970 request would leave the Washington area 
employment below the fiscal year 1967 level and raise employment in the regional offices and other locations outside 
Washington above the fiscal year 1968 level. 

(In fiscal year 1970 regional office positions will have increased 25 percent, or 1.235 positions over the fiscal year 1967 
level. At the same time the regional director's staff will have increased by only 52 positions, to provide the additional 
leadership, direction, and coordination required to meet this increased growth in the regions.) 

Source: U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations Subcommittee on Departments of Labor and Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare and Related Agencies, hearings on appropriations for fiscal year 1970, 91st Cong., 1st sess., 1969, pt. 
6, p. 1087. 

3. Strengthening the regional agency heads m·s-a-m·s the ?°ndim·dual program 
representatives.-Since 1961 regional agency heads for each bureau have been 
designated. More recently, increased line authority has been delegated to them 
by Washington bureau chief ·. For example, in the case of mental health programs, 
associate regional health directors in charge of these programs are supposed to 
report directly to HEW regional health directors who in turn report to the Health 
Hervices and Mental Health Administration in Wa ·hington, rather than to the 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMII) as in the past. Regional agency 
heads have also been given increased control over the appointment of individual 
program representatives within the regions. In the past the Washington bureau 
chief would routinely appoint whomever his program people in Washington (for 
example, NIMII) desired. Now, for example, the director of the Health Services 
and Mental Health Administration, has delegated to regional health directors 
his authority to make final selection of HSMHA regional employees. As a result 
of these changes, Secretary Richardson was able to report that the lines of re-
porting from the regions to the department had been reduced from thirty-eight 
to nine. 12 If the regional director himself had line authority over regional program 
operations, the lines of reporting would be reduced to one. Yet, to the extent that 
actual line authority i concentrated within the region rather than dispersed, the 
regional director's opportunity for influence is increased. 

Despite these changes, regional directors remain weak. The same constraints 
which limit the ability of the Secretary of HEW to coordinate departmental 
operations limit their ability to coordinate regional activities; but they do not 
even have the limited resources the Secretary has to fight those constraints. 
They have no direct control over the aJlocation of program funds nor do they have 
the line authority over the administration of programs that the Secretary has 
gradually won. Without these re ources the steps taken to strengthen the co-
ordinative role of the regional directors can be marginal at best, and planning 
reduces to an exerci e. As one planner attached to an HEW regional office put 
it, "we spent a lot of time getting people to use the operational planning system. 
It was an effort to get them to sit down and ju t to write objectives. The opposi-
tion comes from the fact people don't want to serve two ma ters, me and the 
bureau chiefs." 

The forces which block the direct delegation of line authority over funding 
and prof e sional matter from the ecretary to the regional directors are now 
largely informal and political, although some legal ob tacle remain in those areas 
where Congress has not yet vested direct authority in the ecretary himself. 13 

Where the statutory powers of the bureau chiefs have been ve ted in the Secretary, 
he has full legal authority to tran.f er functions to regional directors. For these 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-332. 
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bureaus, the many individual statutes which continue to specify subordinates of 
the Secretary amount to declarations of Congres:--ional intent that line authority 
remain in the hands of the designated official. This effectively eliminates the 
Secretary's choice in the matter and in fact all substantive functions of the dC'part-
ment vested in him have been redelcgated back to the bureau chiefs. In J 966, 
before the powers of the Surgeon General were transferred to the Secretary, HEW 
officials assured the Congress that the lines of authorit_\' through the functional 
bureaus would not be disturbcd. 14 If the Secretary uses his discretionarv adtHinis-
trative authority to C'masculat<' officials the Congi·ess cx1wcts to hold ac·countable, 
Congress, as we shall see in thP next section, has meani-; of retaliation. 

Bulwarked by Congre. sional declarations of intent Washington bureau chiefs 
nre reluctant to :-;ee their line authority shifted to regional directors since the.\' feC'l 
responsible to CongrPss for program results. As one bureau official argued, "Ilow 
can we enforce priorities if we can't make individual grants consistent with 
priorities? ... What leverag·e do we have? How can we be sure our programs 
get implemented? It's a question of accountability. If we have programs being 
implemented in ten different regions and [the bureau] docs not have authority 
over its field staffs, what kinds of programs take priorities and who is accountable 
to Congress for them?" 15 The bureau chiefs make the argument to the Rccretary 
that they cannot be held responsible to him or to the Congress if their own 
authority is delegated. The strong backing of the Congress and the relevant pro-
fe. sional group enable them to maintain this position. 

As long as basic authority over programs remnins in Washington, the regional 
director finds the task of coordination impossible. Officials of citiPs the regional 
director is trying to influence can make appeals over his head. As a result, a 1961 
report on HEW field organization prepared by the House HEW-Labor appropria-
tions subcommittee staff argued, "In the absence of basic changes in the appro-
priations structure (the channeling of funding authority through the bureau 
chiefa) and central responsibility for program operation, no purpose would be 
served by redefining the role of the regional director," 16 or in giving him additional 
responsibilities. Weak him. elf, the regional director must depend upon the Recre-
tary to control the trong Washington bureaus when appeals are made over his 
head. The Secretary cannot strengthen the regional director unless he hns first 
strPngthened himself. As James Fesler has argued, " ... those who clamor for 
area coordination ... should first wrestle with the problem of agency integration 
at the center. For unless the agenc~r head at the center can truly unify his confeder-
ation of bureaus and so underpin the role of generalists throughout the agencr, it is 
futile to expect his counterpart in the field, the area generalist, to exhibit signs 
of strength." 17 

But even with a strong Secretary of HEW, functions must be at least decentral-
ized to the regional level before the opportunity for the regional director to coordi-
nate can be increased. If his subordinates do not have discretion, the regional 
director can be of little importance no matter what additional formal upervisory 
powers over them he is giwn. Attempts to strengthPn rC'gional directors and at-
teu1pts to decentralize categorized programs have therefore proceeded together. 

DECENTR.\.LIZATION OP C.\.TEGORICAL PROGRAMS FROM HE ,\DQUARTERS TO FIELD 

It is useful to distinguish tlw strengthening of regional directors (regionalization) 
from the decentralization of functions from headquarters to field. The ve:-ting of 
discretion in regional program representatives docs not necei::,sarily enhance the 
ability of the regional director to coordinate decentralized activities. It may have 
the opposite effect of strengthening the program rPpresentative::- vis-a-,·is the 
regional directors. But decentralization to the regional level creates the pussibility 
of the subsequent concentration of influence in the hands of the regional director. 

A program can be decentralized in varying degrees. At the very least, qualified 
. taff must be available in the region to admini.tcr, i-;upNvi. e, and provide technical 
assistance for the program. , econd, the staff may h<' authorized to dC'vclop projects 
and encourage application. rather than simply act as f'ervice stations to the 
8tates. Third, they may be given the right to approve suitable applications with-
out ubsequent review. Fourth, the funding of approved applications and the 
financial management of the program may b handlf'd in the region. 

The degree of financial decentralization can also vary. In only a few financially 
decentralized programs i: the total appropriation divided beforehand so that each 
regional program director knows exactly how much he can approve and fund on 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-332. 
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hi · own authoritY. H.C't<'ntion in ,v:.l:hington of the authorit~· to rC'progrnm unoh-
ligatrd fund · cttn further r<·dnce the meaning of whaten'r fi:-:cal authority i:--
decentralizcd to regional official:-;. As a r<'sult of the 'decentralization of -.;ome 
appr11\·al authority, and the retention of most funding authority in \Vashington, 
the di;-;posal of applications a,.; "approved but not funded" has become more 
C(lnllll<Hl. 

Program.· which arc formally decentralized nul}. not be d centralized in fact. 
Officials who p:i\·(' formal approval or disapproval to applications may make tho-;e 
ckci:-ion: only after consulting a detailed and centrall~· determined li;-;t of critcrin.18 
.\t lIE\Y, the fundino- and approval of project grants under the Partnership fur 
Ifralt h Act has hc0n formally dee ntralized through all four stt ges. Y ct tight 
eentral control has hccn kept O\'C'r the criteria for approving and funding project,-.. 
"'ith the change of admini:tration priorit.v has been ·hifted from the fundino- of 
11eighhllrhnod health center-; to the funding of hC'alth maintenance organizations. 

At lIE"·, tlwre are onlr a handful of programs which have been even formally 
dc•c0ntralizcd through nll four :--teps. Onr i:-- Head , 'tart which wa:-. already deccn-
traliz<'d when it was transfrrred from the Office' of Economic Opportunity. Othrr,-
inclnde migrant health projc'cts, family planning fund:--, certain part:-- of the 
Partnrr:-.hip for Health Act, and a :--mall program for education research grants. 
, 'omc of the larger education programs have succes.·fully rc•-;istc•d even mir imal 
decentralization. Harold Seidman has described the abortiYe effort to even 
e-;tahlish regional reprc•-;entation for them: 

De-centralization i:-- vicwrd as a subterfuge to strPngth<'n the> power:-. of 
local politicians. The National Education Association was able to brin~ 
sufficic-nt power to hPar through the• Appropriations Conunittec;-; to compel 
the Office of Educatinn to rC':cind it:-- plan;-; for dC'ccntralized administration 
of Tit1(•s I, II, and III nf the• Elc•mcntnr:v and, 'c•condary Education Act and 
Title· III and V of the National Dcfen:-.e Education Act. The Offkc of 
Cducation had hccn urged to drcrntralize its 01wrntio11: hy the White House 
and the' :-;ccretary of HE\V. The National Education A:-.:-.ocintion and other 
scho(ll 0rganizati'ons argued that the> e:-.tabli:hment of Office of Education 
rC'12;innal office's would conflict with the polic.\· that all elcmentar.v and -.;econd-
ar.\' educational programs should be channelc•d through the, 'tate department' 
of education. 10 

Itc-ccntl.\-, decentralization effort ha.' centered upon tran.-f rring grant approval 
authorit_\' for a fc\\· additional programs to the region.:. \Vherc initial grant approval 
authorit}· already r0sts with regional program rcpre:-;entative.-, attC'ntion ha 
focused on C'limina.ting :ubsequent \Vashington reYicws. The Fcdera.l A:si. ttrnce 
Strc·amline Task Force (F A8T) eliminated unnecC':-.:--ary review committees which 
dcbtyed approval but rarrly affected the grantino- of an award. Having f-tudiC'd 
5,000 grant applications, FA.'T discovered that the initial deci:ion was upheld in 
all but thirteen cas0s. Yet as one regional official stated, "compared to the magni-
tud" nnd amount of grants in the department, the number decentralized on the 
FA, 'T modrl is \·erv small." 

In general, it htts been extremely difficult to dccentraliz<' Ilb W'. catc>gorical 
programs. A task force in the Chicago region which examin d ten programs which 
,Yere suppo. rdl_\' decrntralized concluded that only one, Head Start, ,vas truly 
de-centralized and it wa:-; not originally an IIE\Y program. A regional official a.r 0 ued 
that ''if you recognize slight. changes you could say thnt wr haw• to some de ree 
dc·ccn1 ralizcd over the pa.t five year.·. Bnt decentralization ha. not b c-n commen-
surate with the words, the paper, or the effort. The proponents of dc-ccn-
traliz,1tion ca,n alway.· say that thi:-. or that ha:-. been accompli.:;hed but the 
recenlralizatinn of the Office of Education brfore decc•ntralization even start dis 
more si~nificnnt." Two questions follow. \\'hy are th bureau-; . o rc,luctant to 
d(•cc•ntralizP functions even to their own program representative.? Given thC'ir 
reluctance', how are they able effectively to resi ·t 'ecretarial pre. sun•s to de-
centralize? 
Bureau Reluctance 20 

Bureaus arc r luctant to relinquish discretion over proo-ram. even to their o,Yn 
rc·prc-.c•ntative;-; in the region · because they fear lo ing control of them. Pre-;sure-; 
which can be Lrought to bear on regional official~ differ from the profe ·,-io11:.1l 
1irc·ssnr0s fc•lt and re. pondc·d to in \Va:hington. 'Ihe very fact that thne are 10 
rc•gional office: and 1 cc·ntral office mc•,m.- that it would lw nl·cr-.. ary to hire• 10 
tirn · · the per onnel to a,. ure the ::-,amc lc·v ·l of profe:-::-,ionalizat ion and ::--1H:cializn-

co footnote at end of article, pp. 330- ~::2. 



322 

tion that can be a .. ured in Washington. Thi. would be prohibitively expcn. ive. 
Regional program official are inevitably generali ts compared to their bos:es in ·wru hington because there are fewer of them. A. a result, speciali. t. in the central 
office fear that profe ional value. and program goals will be lost if decentraliza-
tion occurs. 

Bureau fears can be illustrated by examining the oppo. ition of The National 
Institute of M ntal Health to the decentralization of communitv mental health 
center staffing grants and other aspects of the community mental ·health program. 
Community M ntal Health tries to reduce hospitalization for mental illne ·s and 
to nhance chances for recovery by keeping patient. functioning in the community. 
In order to accomplish this goal, new kinds of facilities arc needed and new kinds 
of mental health professionals with different attitudes have to be trained. Through 
its grant programs to build new mental hralth faciliti •s, to staff thc>m once built, 
and to train mental health professionals, NI~IH on•r a period of year · ha been 
able to substantiallv shift th treatment of mental illne s. 

t::iince the prograrn was designed to involve the local community in the treatment 
of mental illness, NIMII officials encouraged a maximum of flexibility and local 
and state control over the design and operation of program . However, rigid 
guidelines were establi. hed in "Wa ·hington . pecifying the range of service:-; which 
any local community health prorrram must offer to a::,;:ure that a balance between 
public custodial care and high priced private therapy would b maintained. 
The FA T task force recommended the complete decentralization of community 
centers' staffing grant: and the partial decentralization of other aspects of the 
NL\III program. In opposing this, NIMH official:-; expressed the fear that their 
preventive medicine and community oriented approach would be lost at the re-
gional level. As one NIMH official argued, "the major concern is that the move 
will take mental health decision making out of the hands of mental health pro-
fcssionals-psychiatri ·ts, psychologists-and place it in the hands of hcalt h 
generalists." 21 This fear ha. become more acute as power to appoint regional staffs 
has been shifted away from individual program directors in Washington (in this 
ca. c NIMH officials) to the rcprc>sentatives of th parent services (in this ca:-;c the 
Health ervice, and Mental Health Administration) in the region. NI III official:-; 
feel that this will lead to lower quality mental health professionals in the field who 
would apply different criteria in approving and funding programs than they 
would. 

The desire of a suring th future attainment of profes:-;ional goals makes hur0au 
chiefs and program head. reluctant to decentralize function. ,22 but there are other 
factor , which enable them to rcsi ·t decentralization. 
Bureau. Resistance 

Categorization by the Congr0ss makes official reluctant to relinqui ·h control 
over programs for which they arc re,-,ponsible. It also giv0s them a strong argum0nt 
against decentralization when it is urged on thc-m hy higher level ofiiciab. It is 
not th categorization which i · of primary importance hut the political support it 
represents. Categorical programs arc enacted to protect the values of profe:-;:-;ional 
and other groups with support in Congrc:-;s. Wher a value already has strong 
political support, tho. c who protect it will be reluctant to :cc the administration 
of the program disper:cd into the rerrions whC're th0:v can no longer monitor 
program activity closely. B~r contrast the con..:tituency for the HE\V program· 
which arc decentralized-Head .'tart, migrant program ·, family planning-is the 
poor nnd disadvantaged. Where the interest of powerful professional lobbie: are' at 
. take, as in education, or in mental health, Congrcs, ional pressure i · applied to 
support bureau chi fs and program heads ·who resi:t decentralization. 

Categorization does not formally pre:cnt an obstaclc> to decentralization within 
catcgori :. But if profe:--:--ionals feel threatened by administrative :tcps toward 
decentralization, Congress can enact formal sub:tantive requirement.- which would 
nullify them. For example, when pns. ing the Community l\Iental Health Center 
amendments of 1970, Congress added con. truction and i--taffing grants for mcntnl 
health centers to the li.·t of projects the 1 T ational Advi. ory ~Iental Ilea.1th Council 
mu. t approve. Thi. wa. a rcver. al of the recommendation. of the FA, 'T ta:k 
force. Review levels were added to a d c ntralizcd program, not eliminatPd. 
The ,'C'cretary could order NI 1II grant programs decentralized under his gen •ral 
admini ·trativc authority, but ongrc ... can defeat hi - purpo. e. 

ThC're are additional ob. taclc. to decentralization at HE\V. A practical ob:taclc 
rc ·ult: from th expensive character of trul~- decentralized admini:tration. Dc-
centralizationf;, therefor , must be fund d ad quat ly if they arc to be more 
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than minimally successful. By refusing to fund them, Congress protect. profes-sional interest. Harold Seidman documents the hostility of the House HEW-Labor appropriations subcommittee to the proposed establishment of decentral-ized regional offices of the Office of Education: "The House Committee on Ap-propriations in 1967 wnrned 'against overemphasis on regionalization.' In the Committee's view: '1\'Iany people fear that the regional offices will, to a great extent, become one more administrative la;vcr that important matters must clear, since there will always be the right of appeal to headquarters, and with regard to many decisions, headquarters will have to give final approval in the absence of an appeal. The committee feels that there is valid reason for this apprehension.' The Committee denied reque ted increases to finance strengthening of HEW field staffs and decentralization of the Office of Education.'' 23 

The character of the appropriations cycle itself poses some practical problems for decentralization. Program managers are reluctant to parcel out funds to re-gional representatives because of the need to assure that all money is obligated b~· the end of the fiscal year. Flexibility among regions is also desirable. l\1ore meritorious proposals may be submitted in one region than in another. In ord<:r to assure the even expenditure of funds and the overall quality of proj<:cts funded, bureaus are reluctant to apportion appropriations among the regions or relinqui~h control over major rcprograming of funds if apportionments are made. Flexibility is gained, but the ability of regional officials to plan and develop effective pro-gram , is sacrificed. 
As a result of these centralizing factors, efforts at d<'centralization from bureau headquarters to field at HE\V have in the past been . poradic and at best un<'ven in their results. A few additional programs may be decentralized but these gains arc offset by the new centralized programs which arc added to the department. And Congress sometime enacts review requirements for specific programs, as they did in the field of mental health. If HEW were not so narrowly categorized professional pressures might be diffused. It is th<: narrow division of the depart-ment into a series of categorical programs, each jealously watched over by a professional clientele with representation in \Va. hington, which con. titutes the primary political obstacle to decentralization from bureau headquartern to fi<:ld. Reformers at HEW have therefore turned their attention both to the decate-gorization of HEW programs and the direct strengthening of the administrative capacity of the states themselves as a method of achieving decentralization of HEW programs. 

THE DECATEGORIZATION OF HEW PROGRAMS AND THE REDUCTION OF FEDERAL 
RESTRICTIONS UPON THE ST~\.TES 

If Washington professionals can block effective decentralization of categoricnl programs to the field, one way around their influ<'nce would be to give respon~i-bility for program administration to state officials who are generalists. The states would be treated as if they were administrative units of the federal govern-ment upon which program responsibility could be devolved. The existing cate-gorical grant system undermines the position of state governors who are b)·-passed, as federal official::; dealt with their profe sional counterparts in the tate bureaucracies. According to Harold Seidman, "most of HE\V's money flows to state governments, but its interests are identified with those of the functional tate agencies, not the governor . .'' 24 Originally designed to encourage state expenditures in areas deemed to be of high federal priority, categories created costs while achieving this end. 
One set of co ts was the production of administrative chaoR both within federal and state administrative structureR.25 State officials became increasingly bitter over the divisive effects of federal categorical programs: Governor Chaffee of Rhode Island explained how different matching ratios in the many federal cate-gorical programs had an adverse effect on state administration of programs: let us take the case of a .fifteen year-old boy on aid to dependent children who has a hearing problem. . .. [C]onfusion arises when one consider ' whether he should be referred to the public a. sistance medical care program admini:-tered by the Department of Social Welfare, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation administered by the Department of Education, or to the crippled children's program admini tered by the Department of Health. . . . [T]here is the temptation . . . to refer uch a patient not to the pro-gram which is best organized to meet hi~ particular need, but to the pro-gram in which the state obtains the be. t financial advantage.26 

See footnotes at end of .article, pp. 330-332. 
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The director of the Rhode Island Department of Health told how a nurse sent 

to a house to treat a TB patient cannot help another member of the household 
found to be uffering from ome other disease and still be paid for her time. A 
second nurse funded under a different categorical disease program must be sent. 
Th if> is self defeating in terms of federal administrators' own goals of improved 
delivery of services. 

Their o,vn growing sense of fru tration contributed to federal reformers' dis-
enchantment with categorical programs. Despite the outpouring of Great Society 
legislation, social problem:- seemed if anything, to grow worse. Federal program 
analyets began to question the wisdom of restricting state discretion by means of 
detailed specifications and guidelines. Persistence of social problems led them to 
question their own wisdom in making such specifications. But even if they felt 
they knew ,vhat was best, federal administrators began to empha:,ize the high 
cost" of achieving compliance and to wonder whether the costs were ,vorth the 
gains. One HE\V planning officer summed up these arguments: 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa.tion Act is reall)' general aid. 
We really shouldn't try to write guidelines influencing the local educational 
agency to fund this kind of education or that level of edtication. The law is 
general; it simply s:.tys the money muRt go to the poor. A lot of time is spent in 
the Office of Education writing guidelines which say priority must be given to 
the early grades or to reading . . . \Ve don't know enough to write the,.;e 
guidelines . . . even if we knew enough the local educational districts can 
get nround the guidelines if they are determined enough by shifting around 
funds from various source:=;, so in the end aU we've accomplished is to make 
red tape for the local educational agency. 

H F,W reformer,- began to develop an alternative conception of their role. Their 
t'ffort:,;; should concentrate on experimentation, research and program development. 
As the)· developed effective experimental models of what works, t,he private sector 
and state government:'\ would follow, not wbhing to be left in the backwaters of 
professional development. The Federal Government would enunciate national 
goals a.nd would aid the states in developing programs which would meet them. 
The ne,v effort would be cooperative rather than antagonistic. In short, the federal 
role waf\ to provide leadership to the states as well as to aid them in building an 
innovativP capacity in order that they would be able to respond to the federal lead. 
Secretary Richardson re~tated these as. umptions in a recent speech: 

the que,;;tion is whether responsivenes , to national pnrposC's can only be 
achieved through uniform requirements-especially when we are very un-
certain what it is those requirements really produce. I submit tha.t there is a 
better alternative-that the national purposes be made clear, that we ask the 
Rtates to achieve the:,e purposee in any way that they can within the bonds of 
fo;cal reRponsibility, and that the National Government publicl)r men.sure 
the outcomes and as:-;i:,;;t in replicating the successful ventures. The national 
government haR no monopoly on wisdom, nor has it a Fort Knox of solutions 
for our :e-ocial problems. The statm, can and should be great la.borntories for 
diverse experimentation, and more responsive to their citizens in achieving 
national goals.27 

If the States are to be receptive to initiativC's and experimentR encouraged from 
above, the:v muf't have enough flexibilit)· to be able to re:,;;pond. Flexibilit>· is to be 
provided through grant consolidation. Block grants would be created b>r combining 
Heveral categorical formula grants leaving the state free to make expenditures with-
in a few broader and morC:' general, federally defined purpose;,. For example, a 
block grant in the field of elementary education might combine several programs 
de:,;;igned to train teachers, purchase textbook<J, and improve curriculnms, giving 
the states discretion to allocate the total among the previously separate program,;. 

The Fednul Government could better encourage innovation if more project 
grant mone)· ,vere available. Then more demonstration project. could he funded 
nnd states which respondC'd to the federal initiatives could he rewarded. Moreover, ( 
if project ~rants could abo be decategorized, federal offici;:ils would ha\·e greater 
flexibilit)· in the range and t)·pes of experiments they could fund. 

Increasing ~tnte flf'xihilit)· al:--o requires strengthening them financiall>·· Flexi-
bility to ;-;pend money that you don't have mean:,:; little. One alternative is general 
revenue sharing. Le,-::-; attractive to the state: is an increase in revC'nue provided 
through broadened catrgories. Even a,n increase in the funding of exi:ting catc-
gorirs might ea,;;e their fi.n·mcial position Romewhnt. 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-332. 
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Improvement in the gencrnl administrative capacit~T of the states is also sought. 

Provisions to encourage the exchange of personnel between the .:btc-s and the 
federal government have been added to existing programs. The Intergovernmental 
Manpower Act made fellowships available to employees of state and local govern-
ments. Grants were enacted to strengthen state planning effort:--. Innovative 
states might be rewarded through incentive payments built into existing grant 
programs. 

Together, thE>se and similar proposals constituted the doctri1H' of creative 
federalism. HK\V was at its center simpl~· because it administered so many 
categorical state grants. At HE\V creative federalism therefore primaril~· meaut 
grant consolidation. Grant consolidation to the extent embodied in President 
Nixon's special revenue sharing proposals would fundamentall~· altn the role of 
IIEW bureaus. They would become predominanth· reservoirs of profc·--sional and 
technical advice. Primary responsibility for implem nting program:-- dc.--igned to 
achieve federal goals would be shifted to the states. 

Secretary Gardner had been an early architC'ct of creative federalism and an 
advocate of reform of the grant syste1n. But progre:-s has been slm·. Bits and 
pieces of creative federalism have been enncted. Undc·r Gardner steps werC' tnkC'n 
to regionalize and decentralize the IIRW administrative apparatus, restrictive 
guidelines were cased especially in welfare programs, and program-, designed to 
up 0·rnde state administrative capacity began to rPceive higher budgPtary priority. 
But . o for Congress has refused to approve major grant consolidation,.;. 

One important grant consolidation has be<'n approved. Several categorical 
community health programs were consolidated into a cornmunit~- health block 
grnnt under the Partnership for Health Act in 1%G. Although the :,:;cope of the 
block grant created wtis relatively narrmv, examining the experieJ1ce ltnd<'r the 
Partnership for Health can both clarif)r what creative fedPralism nwan~ in practice 
and help us understand the obstacl<'s to its expanded impl0rnentation. 

THE PARTKERSHIP FOR HE.\.LTII 

The Pn.rtner-;hip for Health consists of six sC'parat<' authorizatinns or program:--. 
Th<' six were designPd to work in tandem to produc<' thP innovation aud eoopNation 
with the states envi:-;ioned by advocatPs of creative frdC'ralism. First, the• genPr:11 
health grant (v,hich provided general . upport. to state d partrnents of public 
hen.1th) was cornhined with fieven other stntr formula grants (which :-;npported 
stnte health servic<>s for particular disea:--es) 28 to form a block grant for comrnunit~T 
health services. l::kcond, grants to . upport comprehensive statc•wictc hPalth 
planning were made available on a formula basis. Given the states incrC'nscd 
flexibility under the block grant, planning would presumably lwlp guidC' their 
allocations. The third program, project grnnts for areawide planning w~i:-; designC'd 
to encournge planning within smaller service arpas such ns cities or rPginns. The)' 
could be awarded b)' the Surgeon General upon approval of the stat(' agC'llC)' 
respon. ible for admini:-;t<>ring the state pbn. It v.·as en,·ic;ionPd that areawide 
planning would E>\Tntu, 11>' blanket D state and ultimately provide n cnherPnt 
foundation for statrwide plnn~. 

The fourth program consolidated several catc,gorical Federal project grants in 
order that demonstration projects emphasizing romprehensi\'" care and :--Pn·ices 
conld be developed. It was expected that demonstration projects "·onld lw ph11rn0d 
in cooperation with the states. When some wer<' s,1ccc,;-;fnl it was hopPd thn.t the 
state' vrnnld contiunc th<'m either with the increased fl0xibilit>· given them b~,· tllC' 
block grant, or with their own free funds. Broaden<'d and conc;olidatPd Federal 
project grant a11thorit~·, increased state dis,.retion und<'r th<' block grn.nt, and :tate 
planning all would work together as an integrated whole, if federal admini,-;trator:-:; 
funded projects which fit state priorities aud plans. The fifth and :-;ixth prngr::un,.; 
provided for project grants to train state health plarntf'r,-, and for th<' intPrchangc 
of Public Health Service OfficPrs with ::state health officer;;. These provision:-- wc·re 
nevPr funded. 

The Partner:--hip \Yas conc0ived at th<' same time that the reorganizntion-; in 
hrnlth were being planned. Both were part of a lurg •r strateg)· to reorient th(• 
Public Health , 'ervicc toward comprchensivenes•; and intPgratcd comrnunit)· 
~ervices and awa~· from disease categories. One PH;:, officer involved in the ad-
ministration of the Pa.rtn rship argu0d: 

The PHi' had more lin0 items in it.· budget than the rc:--t of the fedcrnl ~o,·crn-
ment pnt together, and there was no anthority to ,-hift funds from oaC' categor)' 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-3.32. 
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to another. Moreover, each category had it own constituency within the PHS. The Partner ·hip tried to create one health grant and remove the categories. After that was done we could move to eliminate the categorical orientation of the PH, . No one in the PHS below the top level of the Surgeon General's Office was respon ible for the health of the total individual or of th total health system. 

The Partnership was designed to strengthen the traditionally weak communit~· health program and support health generali:.-;t. within the States. If it succeeded in it limited objectives, it would provide the impetus for the general reorientation of the PHS. 
But after 5 years, the Partner hip for Health has produced neither the inter-governmental cooperation nor the elimination of fragmentation for which it wa designed. The separate provisions of the act have remained separate. The main theme which emerges from stud~·ing the Partnership is the u:-;e of its Ya1iou -anthorizations to further the immediate policy ends of those who control them. The planning provi ions of the act were the fir ·t to be compromi ed. The fact that the bulk of the Federal health dollar remains in categorical programs weakens a . tatc's effort. to plan comprehen ively acros categories or to make its plan effective. The fund available under the block grant represent on the average three percent of a tatc' total health budget. 'ince state flexibility is not greatlr incremied, the incentive to plan comprehen. ively is further reduced. Statewide comprehensive health planning i:-1 abo compromised by the very preamble of the Partnership for Health which prohibits interference "with existing patterns of private, professional practice of medicine, dentistry and related healing art . . 29 

, ' ince the bulk of health :-;ervices arc controlled by the private sector, comprehensive health plans which do not "interfere" with private medicine have little meaning. Even before the Partner-hip had passed the Congress, the planning provisions "·ere under attack. The teaching hospitals and medical schools feared their in-terests would be subordinated in a tatewide plan controlled br tate health officials, especially since they considered themselves to serve national and not state needR. As a result of. uch internal conflicts few real enforcement provisions accompani d tate plan . . Mar:vland and New York required conformance with th0m before hospitals could expand, but they were the exceptions. In order to insulate the planner. from the warring health interests, federal officials urged that the comprehensive planning agency be attached to the governor's office and not to the state d partment of public health, one of the combatants. This was done in several . tates, but the move alienated many of the state public health officers who had originally . upported the act. It also i. olated the politically weak planners from those within the state departments of public health who actually controlled health policy. 
The weakries. of tate planning left both State and Federal officials free to pur. ue their individual program rroah,. Federal officials concerned with improving the delivery of health . ervice- and developing a national health care sy, tern u. e the broadened project grant authority for these purpo es without having to worry about the projects fitting into a state's plan. A, one high official in II MHA put it: "There isn't a very ext nsive amount of real planning going on .... The . tate planning agency has real problem. . . . . On the other hand, we are in-tere:ted in a national health care . ystem. The states are unconcerned here. The role of the state in health care i · nebulou and that i~ why the role of the state planning agency i vague. The project grants are the most important part of the act." The man appointed as the first administrator of HSMHA had come from the Office of Economic Opportunity where he had helped develop the neighbor-hood health center concept. Tnder hi direction a large proportion of the project grants of the Partnership for Health ,vere committed to neighborhood health centers.30 Under the Nixon administration priority has shifted from comprehen:ive f neighborhood health centers to health maintenance organization. , but it is clear that the project grant, are being used to advance fed0rallr determined priorities and not nee ssarily to develop a delivery . y . tern jointly with the states.31 ince the pa,sagc of the Partner.;;hip, larger appropriation increase· have been reque. ted and obtained for the consolidated proj0ct grant authority than for the block formula grant, indicating the relative prioritie~ of the federal officials who ad-mini ·ter the act. 
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The States have received some added flexibility under the block grant and they 
have used it to shift expenditures. For example, Michigan has taken money away 
from the former heart disea e category and given it to pollution control pro-
grams. The changes have been small and state health officers complain that the 
money available under the block grant is barely enough to maintain ongoing 
commitments to programs established under the old categories. Moreover, the 
independent use of federal project grants has put pressure on whatever limited 
flexibility state health officials have gained. Project grants are short term, for 
a period of three years. ·when the three years are up, pressure is put on states to 
continue projects rather than let them die. If they do, federal priorities have 
determined their own expenditures, especially since little new money has been 
provided through the block grant. As a result, many states have become reluctant 
to accept federal projects if they are not assured of continued federal funding 
for them.32 Project grants were originally designed to stimulate a state to experi-
ment and eventually to blend successes into the block grant, but at this point 
the conception has clearly broken down. 

State officials are also resentful of what they consider the heavy costs which 
must be paid to obtain a little flexibility. The creation of a block grant for com-
munity health means that Federal funds can be spent in support of virtually the 
entire range of state and local health department expenditures. Yet the block 
grant constitutes only three percent of total state and local spending for these 
purposes. For this proportionally small contribution, the States must expose 
their entire health program to costly Federal personnel and auditing require-
ments. For example, in order for a local health agency to be eligible to receive 
block grant funds for any purpose, it must set up a merit system. This is part of 
the federal objective of upgrading state and local administrative capacity. But 
from the perspective of the state, it must establish an expensive personnel system 
to meet federal standards for which it is provided no federal money. When grants 
were narrowly tied, federal requirements were applicable to only the specific ac-
tivities supported. In the minds of many state officials the gain in flexibility under 
the block grant has been more than off-set by the widened applicability of federal 
requirements. One observer has summarized the strong disillusionment of many 
state health officials with the Partnership for Health: "For many the whole con-
cept of Partnership in the Act has become questionable. What kind of partnership 
is a voluntary liaison between the public and private sectors? And what kind of 
partnership is it when the federal government imposes stiff requirements on a 
state? ... even though the states and the federal government were supposed 
to be deciding together on the health priorities, they are essentially still set by 
the federal government." 33 

Both State and Federal officials have been disappointed with the Partnership 
for Health. As a result each group ha renewed its lobbying for categorical pro-
grams to support their specific program goals. State health officials have found that 
the block formula grant has suffered from the same political weakness of older 
general public health programs-lack of visibility. Given the low Federal budget-
ary priority placed on the block grant, state officials have again become willing to 
support categorical programs to obtain desperately needed funds. The political 
weakness of the Partnership contributes to their willingness to sacrifice the 
principle of the block grant for categorical programs which at least reflect their 
own priorities. 

New categorical state formula grant programs have been urged on HEW by 
program-oriented federal official:; and by profes ional and other health interest .. 
Many were enacted, absorbing money which might have expanded the block 
grant. In some instance ' a fight was waged. A new communicable disease formula 
grant was passed by Congress despite a plea by Assi tant Secretary for Health and 
8cientific Affairs, Roger Egeberg, to save the principle of the block grant. Six 
other new categorical programs have aL o been added (including programs for 
alcoholism, drug addiction, migrant health, and rat control). With the addition 
of each new category, state ability to engage in comprehensive planning or to et 
meaningful priorities is f urthcr reduced. 
Lessons of the Partnership 

If there wa a ba. ic flaw in the concept of the Partnen,hip, it was the assumption 
of harmony between tate and federal interest . The states were to become the 
in truments of the federal government in achieving national goals. But adminis-
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trativ<' nrranacments based on thi.:: as.::uml)lion (such as the int<'ndC'd u,r of fed0ral 
project grnntR to encourage state innovation and priority -:etting) cullap ·C'd when 
prioritie-, diverged sharpl~·. As a result, what was conceived as a strnt<'g~· of 
ndmini.·trntive decentralization waR in fact politicnl decPntralizntion fr1nn tlw 
point of view of frderal proo-ram officialR rrsponsiblc for thP pr gram. The fnilure 
to expnnd the block grant increa-;<'d. tate reluct:mce to accept the potential finnn-
cial burden federal projects reprrsent. In the end, both :tate and fcdNal officials 
u.::ed th<' Partnership to pursue their own sepnrat<>lY defined prioritie--. ::\forthn 
Derthick ha· pointed out how in gen ral crC'ative frdC'rnli:,m assume:=; a hnrmon~· 
of intereRtR. "Decentralization was conceived then a,-; a way of making state 
g()vernments and thrir subdi,·i-,inns hrtter administrators of federal progr:11ns .... 
,Yhat they . ePk hv drcrntralizntion is to stimulate state and local initiati\·e in 
the dc>visin.g Of problem .·o}ving tcchniqueR, Oil thC' :1,-sumption that thc> problC'm:'l 
trl be. olved and ends to hc> served will in a g<'n<'ral way be dC'fined by th<' central 
government .... " 34 Yet if decentralization within ff'd0rul ndrnini-,trntiw· strnc-
1urC's is difficult hccausr bureau :--pccialists frnr the n<'p;lC'ct of profe--:--ion:11 values 
by regional generalists, decentralization of federal authority to the stat<'s is cv<'n 
more difficult l)('cause what is nt stake is the ability to set basic program goal-;. 

Thr instrument of categorical grants in aid pose,- a fnndamcntal choiC(' h<'t ween 
flexibility and control. Federal officials press for controls which guarant<'e sp<'cific 
rc>snlls ,vh<'n th('y nre unsure' to what ends flPxibilit~· will be usC'd. A-- n result, 
man~r IIEW officials both in \Vashinglon and thC' r<'gion-:; continue to favor c:lt<'go-
rization over block grnnt:.35 One program planner in the Office of thC' ~ccrc•tar~· 
placed the ha.~ic choice in a. :lightly different cont<'xt. Ilr> wondcr<'d wh·lt good all 
1he planning and priority s<>tting done at the fC'd<'r:11 level would dn if the hni.:ic 
dc'cisions wer<' being turned ovc'r to thC' st:ttc ·. "Then \Vh!tt docs th(' pl:m11ing 
office in thC' federal government do? Some :--tntc>s wnn't b<' able to rPact ln fl•dcral 
initiativ~s. The frrtcral government must at lc>a-,t h<' ahl<' to retnin some rc•sprv<' 
power:e;." At some point the choic(' can no long r bP avoid 0 d, and as rro:tl,.; divC'l'gc 
in snC'cific program areas, categorical controls arc rC'as--PrtPd. 

Th<' choice of control versus ficxibilit~, inh<'r<mt in the· grant sy:--l<'m dPfin<'s tlw 
limits of th(' usefulnpss of d<>cakg;orization to thP fkcr<'t:,ry of HEW. If<' nrn. t. 
choo:--e bctwe n th<' more' gC'ncral goal pf achif'ving stat<' innO\·ation and flexi-
hilit~· nnd achieving . 1weific results of iniportaHCC' to him when gener:11 :md 
specific g 1t1l-; c0nflict. ,viwn :tate and federal g1Jals diverge the ~c·cn't:1.r)· must 
choose, ·hom tri hack. Ile could back th<> Ilf4. IIIA official:--' u,c of their hrond<'n<'d 
project grant authority to directly implenwnt the priority placed on health .;;en·-
ic<'s to th<' disadvantaged. Or he could hnek th<' mon' g<'nN·1l goal of UlJ~r:1ding 
th(' ndministrntivc c:1 )llCih· of the :-;latc·s and of i ran,.;f('rrin;!]; pow<>r : nd r0,-pn11-
sibility to th<'m. Gi\'en the' prC'ssur<'s to -;l10w re-,1 1lh to both the public and to the 
Congrcs.::, the fornwr choice is more often 1 ind<'. Irn.mNliatc program prPssnn'" 
pr<'C1Ppt mo,c gener:1], s~·stem-oriPntc>d, goals. As ::\.Iartha Dcrthick ha-- :1rg11Pd, 
"unless the federal gnYPrnm<'nt is willing to ntt:1ch high<' ·t priorit~.· to hP id<' 1-
logical :1im of dis1wrsing pow<>r and to aecc'pt the• sacrifir0 of nchic'\'f'tn"nt ilrnt 
will r<'·,ult, th<' nim of disprr:-;ing power will itself havi' tn l><' compro111i-(•d." 31• 

A-: a result of tlw inh<'r<'nt tc•n,.;ions in the grants)·. t<'rn, d<>categorization can 
nnlY Ii<' n11rsnr>d as a SC'crctarial goal at the <'X])('llsC' of other \'a}up.;; of importanr<' 
to him. Thcr<>fore, it is nnt n g<>1wral s()lution to Nccr<'tarinl contn,l prnhlc-ms at 
lIF,"r· It will be pur:ued only for C<'rtain pro~rflrns rnd th<'n onl~· until "JH'C·ific 
goa.h of as ·uring acco11ntahili1~·, profrssional .-tandards, <'quit>·, and nchic•yc•mc•Ht 
are thr<'atPncd. As th<> balance' among vahH•s shifts, JH'C'ssun•s will dC'\·c·lnp to 
first dccategorizc and thc>n 1o rC'c::ttPgoriz<' diffc•rcnt group-; of progr:un--;. Tlw 
~<'ere-tar~··.- rrspon--C' to the ·ppr<':- ·urcs can br Pxp< ctc•d to lJr highl>· -,pJc"'tivP nnd 
prngmatic dc>pending 1mnn his own goal: for particular program:. Thi:-- in fact has 
h<>rn the patt<>rn at IIE\Y. "'illrnr Coh<'n has illu:trnkd this prn!mw.ti--m 1>>· 
simultaiwousl>· arg1!ing for th<' cr<'ation of th<' hlocl· formula gr: nt of the Partner-
-'hip for Ifralth and against thC' dPcategorization of C'dncation program,-: 

::\Ir. ~LL<.;J-: •• I ,vnuld like to dir0ct a que:tion to. Ir. CohC'n. 1-, it a polic · 
approach 1lrlt i · developing in IIEW to pnwide gr(':ttc>r flC'xihilit>· to the- :-.tnt<' · 
in the wav of loo:-:cning thP hand.--; of the. tale;; as to F<'deral mo1w,· coming into 
the state; harncs -ing ~to lh greatest dC'grN' the :tate lcYel of government? 

::\Ir. CoH1-;:-;. Yes, :--ir. 
:\Ir. NELSEN. The quc:tion I am ~<'tting to i;; 1his: If thi:-- i,- a matter of 

policy that is dcwlopino-, how doc:-; it hnppc n that II EW take~ an opposite 
view in education? 

Seo footnotes at end of article, pp. 330-3:32. 
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:\Ir. Com~N. Well I think what I tried to point out is that you have to look at 
the historical development. We started as I tried to point out with a small 
errant of eight million in the public health field in 1936, and then by a serie . .., 
of accretions by Congrcs~ional action a whole series of other categorical 
grants ,,,ere added for cancer, for radiological health, for TB, for mental health, 
for heart dif-ea. e, for dental health; and, a the state agencies began to get 
experience in handling these now for nearly thirty years, it became apparent 
that it wn, possible to develop the.,e in a broader context, but in the education 
field we have only really gotten into the whole educational area in the la t 
two years :--ince Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, ... 
and I think to break up the categorical approach to education at thi early 
stage will be disruptive to the states' operation of their programs, would be 
precipitous, would be inappropriate, and would sacrifice the gains we have 
made.37 

8cveral years later, Republican propo als to create , pecial revenue ::;haring 
block grants out of categorical education programs have been accompanied by 
other proposals to tighten up and enforce the comparability guidelines and other 
restrictive aRpects of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.38 

General goal of incrca. ing . tate discretion have given way before the needs of 
ispecific federal programs. 

The use of decategorization and the creation of block grants can be useful to 
a Secretary in achieving his goals for specific program::;. In certain areas, :fle~d-
bility may be a more important value to him than control; in others, categories 
become le, !'- important as the original needs for which they were de::;igned change. 
Decategorization and the creation of block grants can be a useful device to bypass 
particular officials or bureaus which are blocking innovation or whose program 
goab are oppo ed to the Secretary's. But as a general approach to the problems 
of Secretarial control at IIEW, they create as many new problems a ' they solve. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The conditions of :uccessful administrative decentralization have not been 
fulfilled at HEW. Obstacles remain. Profc:-;sional interests retain strong representa-
tion in Congress. Continued pa. sage of categorical program , add to the fragmenta-
tion and eparation of the department. Categorical divisions allow Congre .. s to 
support and protect professional groups and strengthen the argument of bureau 
officials that Congress intended them to make ba ' ic program deci ions. Somc-
tinH's Congress specifically reverses steps taken toward decentralization by 
writing requirements for recentralization into law, for example, the approval of 
grant · by professional advisory committees. Centralizing pre sure. have not 
been neutralized, and centralization at HEW protects the bureau chief ' and not 
the Secretary. Regional directors remain weak a. long as they can be overruled 
by bureau chiefs in Wa:hington. And Congress i , reluctant to see power fl.ow into 
the regions where its own influence i reduced. 

The question remain.' why IIEW hould be more difficult to decentralize than 
most other government agencies. Two answers emerge from the analysis. The 
first relates to the profes::;ional character of HEW bureau .. The second relates 
to the size of the department, the diversity of its programs, and the character of 
its functions. 

Professionalism.-The American political system protects the strong and the 
organized, and profe sional interests are among the strongest and mo ·t organized. 
HEW is one of the most highly profes ionalized departments in Washington, 
employing doctors, social workers, and educators. Professional i ' .sues allow Con-
gressmen to build reputations as experts on particular subject and to cultivate 
support with clearly identified groups within their districts. For example, Con-
gressman John Brademas relies heavily on the support of teachers' associations 
and profc'1sional educators in his reelection campaigns.39 l\lany Congressmen 
therefore have an important take in particular HEW program~. The strength 
of profes:-ionali ·m as a centralizing force at HEW is measured by the fact that 
mo .. t of the decentralized programs do not have profe''ional constitu~ncies and 
like II ad Start or migrant health primarily affect the poor and the disadvantaged. 
Control over highly profe., 'ionalized function uch as NIH research grants 
remain in the hands of autonomou ·ly cho ·en and professionally controlled review 
panels. Even the official placed in charge of decentralization efforts during Robert 
Finch'' tenure as Secretary, Frederic :Malek, ha · commented, "We all realize 

See footnotes at end of article, pp. 330- 332. 
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that ba ic research tends to be so esoteric and complex that it would be inappro-
priate to decentralize the r view proces ." 40 If profes:-;ionals are to be recruited 
to an agency they mu ·t be given large amounts of autonomy; otherwise, they 
begin to resent the non-professional conditions of their work. Professional au-
tonomy, in turn, make it difficult to decentralize activities when that is de:ired 
by central HEW officials. 

Size, diversity, and character of functions.-The independence and autonomy of 
HEW's profe sional groups contribute to the general fragmentation and diversitv 
within the department. HEW runs more programs and has more appropriations 
accounts than any other federal department. Anthony Downs has argued that 
there arc ineradicable source::. of goal divergence in all large hierarchical organizu-
tions.41 But HEW has greater goal divergence than mo:-it. Reducing it i important 
because as Downs argues, "greater goal con 'Cn ·us, therefore, actually means an 
increase in the productive capacity of the bureau. Top level officials can retain the 
same quality and quantity of output as before but reduce the controls, reports 
and other performance checks used to maintain it. This results in greater d lega-
tion of discretion to subordinates and leads to the proposition that strong goal 
consensus is a vital part of any trne decentralization of authority."42 If decentral-
ization is to work, bureaus must either devi e good performance measures so that 
, ubordinates' behavior can be adequately controlled in spite of goal divergence, or 
they mu t recruit selectively and indoctrinate employees in a common ideology so 
that goal divergence is overridden. HEW can not effectively pur:ue the e strategies. 
Officials already indoctrinated in the ideologies of their particular professions are 
hard to indoctrinate in an HEW ideology. 'el ctive recruitment is difficult, if not 
impo. sible, in a department which must deal with the range of activities of HEW. 
Adequate performance measures arc difficult to devise in a department whose 
functions are vaguely defined and whose ocial outputs arc difficult to measure. 

Conflict among goals at HEW i' high. The department remains fragmented 
with no ccntra.1 mission or goals. The effects of conflict were clearest in the attempt 
to treat states as if they were administrative arms of the federal government. 

ince the tates po .. e ·: independent political authority, they use the flexibility 
they ar given to serve their own goals, not the goals of federal administrators. The 
re ult i::. the reas ertion of categorical controls . ..:'imilarly, conflict among bureau 
and program goals within II KW make bureau und program officials reluctant to 
decentralize authority to regional officials who do not share their values and whom 
they cannot control. Faced with internal conflicts, the Secretary does not have the 
power to force horizontally fragmented bureaus to decentralize functions. More-
over, without adequat mca ure of performance with which to supervi 'e decen-
tralized activities, he cannot even be sure that decentralization (if he could force 
it) would better erve his goals. Authority remains concentrated in the horizontally 
fragmented bureaus and the central authority of the Secretary remains compara-
tively weak. 

At present attempt to strengthen the Secretary through decentralization trate-
gies put the cart before the hor -e. The Secretary of IIEW cannot rely on decentrali-
zation to strengthen him; rather he mu t fir·t be trong before it will prove to be 
an effective strategy to fo ter hi goals. For example, the Secretary mu t first be 
able to control the bureaus in Wa hington if regional directors are to be effective 
and end runs around them di couraged. Goals mu t be clarified, profes ional 
autonomy must be reduced, adequate performance measures must be devised, au-
thority mu t first be centralized in the hands of the ecretary, before it can be 
sub equently decentralized. The problem of effective decentralization goes beyond 
the restructuring of administrative arrangements to touch upon those forces which 
con titute the fundamental constraints acting upon the Secretary of HEW. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 The definition is taken from Alan Altshuler, "Community Control," New York, Pegasus, 1970, p. 64; 
2 Anthony Downs, op. cit., p. 50. 
a nerbert Kaufman, "The Forest Ranger," Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1961. 
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'Downs, op. cit., p. 136. 
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8 "HEW: What Will Decentralization .Mean to Research Evaluation?" Science, vol. 168, Apr. 10, 19,0, p. 233. 
u U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Departments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare and Related Agencies, hearings on Appropriations for Fiscal Year l!J61, 6th Congress; 2d se s., 1960, part 2, p. 796. 
10 Data taken from the Office of l<'ield Coordination Appropriation Account, U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on D partmcnts of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare and Related Agencies, hearings on appropriations for fiscal years l!J66-70. 
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12 "Toward a Workable Federalism," speech by Elliot L. Richardson, op. cit., p. 20. 
13 Under reorganization plan No. 3 which created HEW in 1!!53 the Secretary is authorized to direct, supervise, and coordinate the department and to consolidate overhead functions provided that "no profe ·. sional or substantive function vested by Jaw in any officer shall be removed from the jurisdiction of such officer. * * *" (U.S. Congress, Joint ~leeting of the Committees on Uovcrnment Operations, op. cit., p. 4.) Since the functions of the Commissioner of Education, for examp)(', have not yet been vested in the Secretary by the Congress, transferring funding or substantive auth01ity vested in the Commissioner without his concurrence to the Regional directors would violate the statute. Reorganization plan No. 1 of l!Ji!J vested all the substantive functions of the proposed new department in the Secretary and was for that reason de-feated. A second reorganization plan proposed in l!J50 was identical in stmcture to the one ultimately adoptC'd in 1953. Oscar Ewing explained how the l!J50 plan differed from the lW!J plan with respect to his legal au-lhority to delegate substantive functions vested solely in the bureau chiefs to the regional clircctors: "We have not thought it desirable to give the regional directors operating auth01ity in professional or substantive matters * • •. Under last year's plan the eC'retary could have given the regional directors authority all across the board; under the pre ent plan he will not be ahlc to do so in the cas of the Public llcalth Service or the Oflice of Education. But having chos n not to give the rC'gional directors substantive responsibility in the fields of social security and vocational rehabilitation, where I have today full lcual authority to do so, I cannot view with alarm the inability of the Secretary under the present reorganization plan to take that action in the fields of health and education." [italics mine], U .. Congress, llouse, Committee on Expendi-tures in the Executive Departments, hearings on H. Res. 6!7, op. cit., p. !Jl. 
u U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Special Subcommittee on the Investigation of llEW, hearings, 8!Jth Congre ·s, 2d scss., 1006, pp. 370--86. 
16 Judith Robinson, "Decentralization of HEW Grants psets .:\1l'ntnl Health Authorities," National Journal, published by the Center for Political Research, Washington D.C., :\lay 23, l!J70, p. 1082. 
10 U .. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, 'uhcommittl'e on the Departments of Health, Education, and Welfare and Related Agencies, hearings on approJ)riations for fiscal year 1961, 86th Congress, 2d scss., 1960. J). 797. 
17 James Fesler, "Area and Administration," Birmingham, University of Alabama Press, 1919, p. 76. 1s According to James Fesler, "Another trap exists for those who wish to measure the dC'gree of decentrali-zation. The fact that the field service areas carry a substantial part of the workload of the agency docs not necessarily mean that authority has been decentralized. A field service area may procrss a large number of applications from citizens. It may even give final approval or disapproval to most of them. Yet if the pror-essing is done against detailed central instructions as to what factors shall dictate approval and what factors disapproval, the lield office may be performing only a routine clerical function wholly devoid of any clement of discretion." Ibid., p. 62. 
1u Harold Seidman, op. cit., pp. 15 -59. 
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21 Judith Robinson, op. cit., p. 1081. 
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23 Harold Seidman, op. cit., p. 61. 
2, Ibid., p. 157. 
26 Martha Derthick has described the results: "By the mid 1960's there were more grant programs than ·ther the givers or the receivers could keep track of. tate and local officials, increasingly aware that almost any public activity might qualify for Federal aid, nevertheless found it hard to ascertain just what was available from what agency, when and on what terms. Getting information, let alone a grant required skill and persistence. (Specialists became known as 'grantsmen,' their function that of 'grantsmanship.') From the federal perspective, matters were equally confusing. Inconsistencies of purpose and practice abounded. Operating bureaus ran their o·wn programs without much direction or coordination either within or among departments." Op. cit., p. 221. 
28 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Special Subcommittee on the Investigation of IlEW, hearings, 9th Congress, 2d sess., 1966, p. 4. 
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2s The 7 dLea e categorie were chronic illness and the aged, dental health, heart di case control, home 

health services, mental health, radiological health, and TB control. In 1945 these grants constituted 50 per-
cent of the total budget of the Puhlic Health Service hut by 1970 they constituted only 5 percent of the total 
as a result of the passage of newer and larger categorical health programs. 

29 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Comprehensive Health 
Planning and Public Health Service Amendments of 1966, hearings on H.R. 13197, H.R. 18231, H.R. 18232, 
and S. 3008, 89th Congress, 2d sess .. 1966; the wording in draft can be found on p. 9 under sec. 2a. 

30 According to the 1970 budget justification for project grants under Comprehensive Health Planning 
and Services, "Our highest priority remains the initiation of model comprehensive health service centers 
in the ghettoes of the Nation's major cities." (Lest the amount of discretion seem large, continuation costs 
and other project grant commitments meant that only 5 new centers could be supported in fiscal 1970.) U.S. 
Congress, Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Departments of Labor and Health, 
Education and Welfare and Related Agencies, hearings on Appropriations for fiscal year 1970, 91st Congress, 
1st sess., 196!!, part 2, p. 88!J. 

31 This rcUJains true even though the program is one of the few that has been formally decentralized to 
regional Federal auministrators. 

32 State administrators were upset by a shiCt of $18 million of project grant funds to support tuberculosis 
projects to the block grant. When the money was distributed by the formula many States found themselves 
getting less than they had previously for the particular project within their State. This incident has con-
tributed to state fear of being left holding the bag after having accepted Federal project grants. See Lisa 
Hirst, "Comprehensive Health Planning," CiUzen's Board of Inquiry Into Health, pp. 6 and 10-11. [Mime-
ographed.) 

33 Ibid., p. 11. 
ai Martha Derthick, op. cit., pp. 23-1-35. 
35 Federal health otlicials interviewed ex:pressed a variety of concerns. They argued that States would 

simply use unrestricted money to support the overhead needs of the State bureaucracy. They argued that 
in certain dis,..ase areas an ongoing administrative capacity had to be assured to fight a potential epidemic 
rvcn if a disrasr was presently under control. They argued the stronger health interests within a State would 
dominate its allocations upsetting national priorities. And they argued that innovative opportunities 
would be lost because in the words of one regional official "the states are not eagerly waiting for new types 
of demonstration projects to fund." Innovation requires categories and restrictive Federal guidelines 
according to these officials. These arguments are cited not to support certain Federal officials against 
State officials who desire more flexibility but to illustrate how, from the Federal point of view, the general 
goal of achieving flexibility is often at odds with the desire to asmre specific substantive program results. 

36 Martha Derthick, op. cit., p. 241. 
37 U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Partnership for Health 

Amendments of 1967, hearings on II.R. 6U8, 90th Congress, 1st sess., 1967, p. 3!. 
38 Peter Milius, "Nixon aud Education: Record and Rhetoric Don't Match," Washington Post, Feb. 

15, 1971. 
39 On Congressman Brademas' reelection strategy see Jack Shuster, "The Politics of Education," [un-

published :.VIA thesis, Columbia University, 1969]. 
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